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This dissertation investigates the impact of integrating culturally relevant, anti-
hegemonic, and pedagogically dynamic classroom management content and strategies into the 
curriculum of a secondary education pre-service methods course. To provide a context for the 
importance of this study, the dissertation begins by: 1) creating a new conceptual framework for 
understanding classroom management – the Dynamic Classroom Management Approach 
(DCMA); and 2) analyzing two data sets to establish the correlation between school climate and 
student achievement – data from the Educational Longitudinal Study (ELS:2002) and a New 
York City Department of Education data set created from publicly accessible data about parent, 
teacher, and student perceptions of a school’s learning environment.  
This foundation informs the dissertation’s quasi-experimental case study with data 
collection and analysis of two separate, graduate-level, pre-service social studies education 
methods courses at a public Northeastern university: one that incorporates classroom 
management coursework (experimental) and one that does not (control). The course that does not 
include classroom management strategies and coursework is taught using the pre-existing 
syllabus used by the professor; the course that includes classroom management content uses a 
v 
 
new syllabus that weaves classroom management strategies and literature into the syllabus. 
Qualitative methods are used to analyze data collected from: pre and post course questionnaires; 
a series of individual interviews of students; a single interview of each instructor and cooperating 
teacher; and student-produced work based on classroom observations during their methods 
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Chapter One: Introduction 
 
Where is the Classroom Management Coursework in Teacher Preparation Programs? 
 
“Not surprisingly, beginning teachers with problems in classroom management are also more likely to leave 
teaching than those who do not have such problems.” 
-Martin (2004, pg. 407) 
 
“Teachers who have problems with behavior management and classroom discipline are frequently ineffective in the 
classroom, and they often report high levels of stress and symptoms of burnout. Disruptive classroom behavior is a 
significant reason why teachers leave the profession.” 
-Oliver & Reschly (2007, pg. 1) 
 
When I started my high school teaching career in a working class community in northern 
Kentucky, my biggest obstacle was classroom management. At the time, I had high expectations 
for my students, but a laid back teaching demeanor; I did not want to be a disciplinarian like my 
male colleagues. Yet the consistent message I received from my students was “If you write more 
referrals, we’ll respect you more.” This made no sense to me. After considerable reflection and 
consultation with principals and peers, I realized I must adapt my approach. I learned on the job 
how to be sterner, structured, and consistent with my students while retaining my high 
expectations and semi-laid back approach; but I wished I had been better prepared with these 
strategies before entering the classroom. With the classroom management strategies I developed 
in Kentucky, upon returning to New York City to teach in a small public high school, I had no 
problem commanding a class that maintained this balance rooted in high expectations, a caring 
environment, and incorporating the students’ cultural and economic backgrounds. I articulated 
this realization to the student-teachers I mentored, to my peers who struggled with student 
behavioral problems, and as social studies department chair, to my colleagues. I realized 
classroom management was a critical part of teaching, but that it was more than management – it 
was finding ways to engage students in a structured environment.  
 I came to this realization on my own and not from my teacher preparation program, 





if I had not figured it out on my own? Like so many other teachers, I likely would have burned 
out after only a couple of years. Therefore, when I entered teacher education, I worked tirelessly 
to help my students be prepared for classroom management, despite every student I worked with 
(from two major teacher education programs in the city) never having any instruction on building 
and facilitating these skills.  
The more I encountered pre-service teachers with no classroom management preparation, 
the more frustrated I became – and I realized I needed to do something about it. I kept coming 
back to the same questions: 1) How can we redefine classroom management so educators can 
understand – and then apply – the multifaceted components of this critical pedagogical skill?; 2) 
Why are teacher preparation programs on the whole not providing classroom management 
coursework for their students?; and 3) Would it make a difference if it was introduced? And thus, 
I came to this dissertation project focused on determining the impact of integrating classroom 
management coursework into teacher preparation programs.  
 
Defining the Problem 
When new teachers enter the classroom for the first time, they must know their content, 
develop strong curricula, prepare students for school, state, and/or national assessments, and 
learn how to navigate school and district politics. However, all these skills will be for naught if 
they are unable to maintain order in their classroom and create a positive learning environment. 
It does not matter how prepared new teachers are in all the other elements of their teaching – 
classroom management is indispensable for learning to occur in a classroom.  
 Studies over multiple decades confirm that classroom management is beginning 





Reupert & Woodcock, 2010; Weiner, 2003) and a primary inhibitor to effective instruction and 
learning (Wang, Haertel, and Walberg 1993/4). This fear, which follows pre-service teachers1 
into their first years of teaching, often leads to destructive power dynamics in the classroom 
(hooks, 2003) and/or beginning teachers burning out and leaving the profession (Allen, 2010; 
LePage et al., 2005; Martin, 2004; McCarthy & Benally, 2003; Oliver & Reschly, 2007). 
Pre-service teachers’ fear of classroom management often comes from inadequate 
training about classroom management in teacher preparation programs (Seibert, 2005). Many of 
these programs claim they teach classroom management skills, but in reality, most do not 
provide any or adequate training in how to establish productive and positive classroom 
environments (Oliver & Reschly, 2007). This lack of training can be attributed, according to 
Arum (2003), to teacher preparation programs not acknowledging “that a crisis in the legitimacy 
of school discipline and related problems in youth socialization are the central issues facing 
American public schools today” (p. x). Therefore, if teachers hope to address these central issues, 
they must be prepared and trained to do so. 
This chapter begins by exploring four aspects of the relationship between classroom 
management and teacher preparation programs: 1) How most teacher preparation programs do 
not currently prepare pre-service teachers to create positive learning environments through 
effective classroom management; 2) Why classroom management is not taught in teacher 
preparation programs; 3) Why it is important to integrate classroom management coursework 
into teacher preparation programs; and 4) What elements of classroom management are 
necessary to teach in teacher preparation programs.  
 
                                                 
1 Pre-service teachers are undergraduate or masters level students training to become teachers in a college/university 





Defining Classroom Management 
 Current approaches to classroom management go well beyond the basic implementation 
of discipline; they also emphasize relationships, people, instruction, power dynamics, cultural 
differences, and other variables (LePage et al., 2005; Whitney et al., 2005-6). As LePage et al. 
(2005) assert: 
Contrary to common misperceptions, classroom management is not simply the process of 
arranging desks, rewarding good behavior and choosing consequences for misconduct. 
Classroom management encompasses many practices integral to teaching, such as 
developing relationships; structuring respectful classroom communities where students 
can work productively; organizing productive work around a meaningful curriculum; 
teaching moral development and citizenship; making decisions about timing and other 
aspects of instructional planning; successfully motivating children to learn; and 
encouraging parent involvement (p. 327). 
 
A number of scholars have laid out multi-faceted models of classroom management. Balli 
(2011) and Taylor (2009) each have a three-part model of classroom management. One part of 
each of their models, Balli’s (2011) Assertive Discipline Model and Taylor’s (2009) Conduct 
Management Model, are similar to the traditional conception of classroom management. These 
models are based on the teacher crafting rules and procedures to create an optimal atmosphere 
for a functioning classroom based on respect; the teacher maintains control of student behavior in 
order to mitigate classroom misbehavior and disruption. However, Martin et al. (2006), Balli 
(2011), and Taylor’s (2009) overall models of classroom management move beyond this 
conception to include additional dimensions.  
First, Martin et al.’s (2006) Instructional Management, Balli’s (2011) Withitness Model2, 
and Taylor’s (2009) Content Management Model, focus on the teacher structuring his/her 
classroom activities to engage student learning and reduce classroom disruption; this is done by 
monitoring group work, circulating the room, and encouraging student feedback. Second, Martin 
                                                 





et al.’s (2006) People Management and Taylor’s (2009) Covenant Management approaches are 
based on teachers’ perception of students and the relationship the teacher builds with his/her 
students to reinforce positive behaviors. These teacher-student relationships are critical to create 
an atmosphere where students feel their teachers perceive them as people, not subordinates. The 
third dimension of classroom management promoted by Martin et al., Behavior Management, is 
based on pre-empting misbehavior rather than reacting to it (Emmer & Stough, 2001; Martin et 
al., 2006). This dimension requires a teacher to have established rules and reward structures that 
allows for student input. Balli (2011) also analyzes Choice Theory, which creates a democratic 
classroom that eliminates the boss/employee relationship other models promote.  
Weinstein et al. (2004) add another complexity with their model of Culturally Responsive 
Classroom Management (CRCM), which includes: 1) Recognition of one’s own ethnocentrism 
and biases; 2) Knowledge of students’ cultural backgrounds; 3) Awareness of the broader social, 
economic, and political context; 4) Ability and willingness to use culturally appropriate 
management strategies; and 5) Commitment to building caring classroom communities. CRCM 
provides a cultural, social, economic, and political context through which teachers can adapt 
their pedagogical and behavioral management approaches to create a productive and positive 
learning environment. 
Together, each of these scholars’ models articulates a complex conception of classroom 
management that contributes to what I term the Dynamic Classroom Management Approach 
(DCMA). DCMA incorporates: pedagogy; behavioral management associated with pedagogy; 
the facilitation and creation of a of strong classroom culture rooted in solid relationships, high 
expectations, and a safe/nurturing environment; and a pedagogy and a classroom culture that 





backgrounds. The conceptual framework for DCMA will be discussed in much further detail in 
the following chapter. 
 
The Lack of Classroom Management Courses in Teacher Preparation Programs3 
Many teacher preparation programs across America have consistently neglected to 
provide their pre-service students with adequate training and support in classroom management 
techniques. Jones (2006) has compiled a number of studies to illustrate this point: 
Results from a survey completed by 900 graduates of fifth-year teacher education 
programs in California indicated these educators believed their programs should have 
placed a greater focus on classroom management…A survey of Florida teachers indicated 
that 43% of first-year teachers felt they were ‘minimally prepared’ or ‘not prepared’ to 
manage their classrooms…A study involving 176 secondary school teachers indicated a 
vast majority of these teachers felt classroom management was very important, and yet 
72% of these teachers were dissatisfied with their preservice preparation in the area of 
classroom management. Indeed, only 18% of the respondents stated they had learned 
valuable classroom management skills in their preservice education program, and the 
majority of these stated they had learned these skills during their student teaching 
experience. The remainder stated they had learned the skills they needed while on the job. 
Not surprisingly, 95% of these teachers stated they thought a course in classroom 
management would be very beneficial to new teachers (p. 888). 
 
Additionally, Stough (2006) found:  
In a 1989 survey, over 80% of 1,388 teachers indicated that their university program did 
not offer an undergraduate course that focused on classroom management strategies at 
all…In addition, in an in-depth examination of 27 teacher preparation programs at the 
secondary level, they found that only 16% of these programs offered classroom 
management as a separate course…Blum (1994) surveyed the 467 existing colleges and 
universities that were then accredited by the National Council for the Accreditation of 
Teacher Education (NCATE). Results received from 266 of these institutions found that, 
although 51% of these institutions offered a specific course on classroom management 
and discipline at the undergraduate level, only 43% of preservice teachers at these 
institutions were required to take such a course…[though] this number should be 
                                                 
3 This study is not advocating that classroom management should only be included in teacher preparation courses as 
a stand-alone course. However, this chapter discusses data about exclusive classroom management courses in 
teacher preparation programs because that is the most accurate available data. Instead of advocating for one stand-
alone classroom management course, I support the systematic infusion of classroom management supports and 
techniques into core teacher education courses, like methods and education psychology; such integration is likely be 





interpreted with caution, as these are data were reported by the teacher preparation 
programs themselves (p. 910). 
 
Stough (2006) added to these studies by examining the inclusion of classroom management 
coursework in the 2004 U.S. News and World Report top 50 education schools. She found that 
22 of these schools had no course in classroom management while the remaining schools might 
contain classroom management courses based on the course title (though determining this 
information was difficult without access to course syllabi).  
My research using the 2012 U.S. News and World Report education school rankings 
showed that the numbers did not improve. By examining the top, middle, and bottom five 
schools in the rankings, I found that more elementary education programs provided required 
classroom management courses than secondary education programs. However, even among 
elementary schools, fewer than half provided such a course. Additionally, Hammerness (2011) 
and Boyd et al. (2008) recently studied the inclusion of classroom management courses in 
teacher preparation programs in New York State – as part of the Teachers Pathways Project with 
Teacher Policy Research – and found that only 11 of the 26 college recommending programs 
require coursework in classroom management. 
When classroom management courses are included in teacher education colleges and 
universities, they are often offered through the special education department (Stough, 2006).4 
This trend is problematic. By conflating learning disabilities with classroom management 
problems, teacher educators stigmatize one population while overlooking classroom management 
as a ubiquitous issue, one related to larger views on planning, instruction, culturally responsive 
pedagogy, and other elements of teaching focused on creating positive learning environments 
within the classroom. 
                                                 
4 This was the case with Public University, the site of my qualitative study. Only students getting certified in special 





In sum, a series of studies revealed that a majority of traditional teacher preparation 
programs have not provided coursework and training in classroom management; however, 
nowadays there are alternative pathways for people to become teachers that do prioritize training 
in classroom management. Programs like Teach for America (TFA) and the Teaching Fellows 
programs provide short-term, intensive training before placing their teachers in the classroom. 
The TFA corps members and Teaching Fellows then complete Masters coursework while 
teaching full-time. Because these new teachers have a condensed amount of time to get ready for 
the classroom, their programs prioritize what their teachers learn before entering the classroom. 
These early-entry programs focus more on issues of classroom management than on broad 
theories of learning and child development (Boyd et al., 2008; Hammerness, 2011). As a result 
of this focus, “…students in early-entry programs seem to feel that they have had more 
opportunities to develop practical strategies, such as setting classroom norms and handling 
misbehavior” (Boyd et al., 2008, p. 332). 
 This contrast between the offerings of early-entry programs and traditional teacher 
education programs is alarming. While there are potential concerns about the models of 
programs like TFA and Teaching Fellows, their emphasis on classroom management illuminates: 
when one has to choose, classroom management is the most critical skill to provide new teachers 
before they enter the classroom. 
  
Why Classroom Management is Not Taught in Teacher Preparation Programs 
 A plausible reason why so few teacher preparation programs incorporate classroom 
management into their core curricula is that accreditors do not require it. Neither the National 





Accreditation Council (TEAC) mentioned classroom management in their standards for teacher 
preparation programs they accredited (Stough, 2006; NCATE, 2012; TEAC, 2012) nor has the 
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) – an amalgamation of NCATE 
and TEAC as of 2013 – addressed classroom management at all (CAEP, 2013). Instead, these 
accreditation councils have focused on topics such as theories of teaching, content knowledge, 
and diversity. 
 This neglect is found beyond the accrediting agencies. Teacher education’s main research 
organization, the American Educational Research Association’s (AERA) shows a similar pattern. 
Only two to three program slots, out of a total of roughly 1,500 at the AERA annual meeting are 
generally devoted to classroom management (Evertson & Weinstein, 2006). The AERA does 
have a special interest group on classroom management, but its membership is “pitifully small” 
(Evertson & Weinstein 2006, p. 3).5 Similarly, in Cochran-Smith and Zeichner’s (2005) 
authoritative overview of teacher education, the topic of classroom management is not included 
in its extensive subject index, nor is it mentioned more than superficially in its 12 chapters.  
 If teacher preparation programs were mandated to include required classroom 
management coursework for accreditation, odds are these schools of education would comply. 
Since they are not bound to do so, these programs rely on the same curricula that they have 
favored for decades – curricula based on theories and foundations in teaching and development. 
This lack of interest in teaching and researching about classroom management in teacher 
preparation programs is a result of teacher education faculty viewing such courses as electives 
and less important “than courses in learning development, which have a long history in teacher 
education” (Boyd et al., 2008, p. 331). Such “learning development” is taught through 
                                                 
5 For instance, I was sought out to submit a paper to the Classroom Management Special Interest Group (SIG) for 
the 2015 Annual Meeting because the SIG chair saw that I had presented on classroom management related material 





educational theory instead of “real world” applications to the classroom (Jones, 2006; Mattos, 
2009; Reupert & Woodcock, 2010; Rubenstein, 2010) and ignores the inclusion of classroom 
management coursework (Hammerness, 2011). Furthermore, the professors in these programs 
are often too far removed from the classroom to provide any practical advice to new teachers 
(Mattos, 2009; Siebert, 2005).  
Finally, some teacher educators simply overlook the ways in which classroom 
management affects new teachers’ ability to confidently create positive learning environments. 
For instance, Rosenblum-Lowden (2000) professes in her book about classroom management: 
“Most of you are recently out of school and heavily armed with this wonderful strength I call 
‘unjaded idealism’” (p. 5). However, that positivity must be grounded in the realities of teaching. 
When an optimistic teacher enters a classroom and encounters misbehavior and hiccups to the 
daily routine, that teacher often loses his/her optimism quickly due to frustration, fear, or simply 
not knowing how to react. Therefore, it is critical for new teachers to be made aware of practical 
strategies to improve classroom management by creating positive learning environments. 
 
The Importance of Classroom Management in Teacher Preparation Programs 
After analyzing 50 years of research, Wang et al. (1993/4) found that classroom 
management is one of the largest factors in student learning, more prominent than metacognitive 
processes, cognitive processes, the home environment, parental support, student/teacher 
interaction, and social/behavioral attitudes. Therefore, it is not surprising that some scholars have 
started to emphasize the benefit of new teachers learning classroom management skills during 
their coursework to help them successfully implement these skills in the classroom. For instance, 





prepare teachers to ensure that the essential skill of classroom management becomes a 
fundamental part of the training program of all teachers” (p. 921).  
An initial study by Martin (2004) corroborates that such training is worthwhile. She 
found that teachers could trace their conceptions of classroom management specifically back to 
their classroom management coursework, which helped her realize: “(1) the critical need to 
include coursework on management in teacher education programs, and (2) the nature of that 
coursework” (Martin, 2004, p. 419). Additionally, policy makers and philanthropists from the 
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation have begun to fund research that recognizes how classroom 
management is a central tenet of teaching (Riley, 2011). Yet, many scholars and teacher 
educators continue to overlook the importance of focusing on classroom management as a 
critical issue and skill for new teachers (Arum, 2003; Boyd et al., 2008; Cochran-Smith & 
Zeichner , 2005; Evertson & Weinstein, 2006; Jones, 2006; Hammerness, 2011; Hoy & 
Woolfolk, 1990; Stough, 2006). 
 
Framing the Dissertation’s Research Questions 
 Extensive research on classroom management illustrates both the lack of classroom 
management courses and curricula being offered in teacher preparation programs and the need 
for such coursework in these programs. Classroom management is a complex endeavor that 
requires support from teacher preparation programs so new teachers do not enter the profession 
unarmed to address the most difficult and critical part of teaching: creating and maintaining a 
positive learning environment.  
Unfortunately, up to this point, researchers have only examined what is taught in 





teachers. What has not been researched, as Jones (2006), Hammerness (2011), and Martin (2004) 
emphasize, is the relationship between what is being taught in teacher preparation programs and 
the effectiveness of new teachers implementing classroom management techniques. Jones (2006) 
believes “an important next step in classroom management research [is] to work with selected 
colleges and universities with varying types of pre-service classroom management programs to 
track how effective these teachers are on these variables during their first 3 years of teaching” (p. 
902) while Hammerness (2011) feels it is important for future researchers to examine and track 
the effectiveness of different types of management styles.  
This made me realize, that to achieve the best results, one might add to Jones’ and 
Hammerness’ research recommendations by adding and following a control group of students – 
who do not receive coursework in classroom management – from the same colleges and 
universities where they are tracking students in pre-service programs that have classroom 
management coursework. This way, a researcher could systematically compare outcomes for the 
control group and the experimental group.  
I decided to employ this type of quasi-experimental study, which would enable me to 
investigate three key, interrelated research questions focused on the importance of integrating 
classroom management coursework into teacher preparation programs:  
1) What kind of impact does classroom management coursework have on pre-service 
teachers’ ability to implement classroom management strategies and on creating 
positive learning environments in their classrooms? 
 
2) How important to teacher educators, cooperating teachers6, and pre-service teachers is 
the integration of classroom management coursework into teacher preparation 
coursework, specifically methods courses?  
 
                                                 
6 Cooperating teachers (CT) are mentor classroom teachers for pre-service teachers during their student-teaching 
experience. Student-teachers take over one or more sections of the CT’s course load. While the student-teacher is 





3) What types of concerns do pre-service teachers have about classroom management, 
and why do they have these concerns? 
 
Answering these questions will help fill at least two gaps in the literature on classroom 
management and teacher education. First, my dissertation contributes to existing literature on 
how classroom management must evolve beyond the discipline-based approach to one that is 
more focused on creating a positive classroom learning environment in order to mitigate 
behavioral problems. While education scholars have done a wonderful job addressing the 
importance of addressing the concepts of culturally responsive teaching and management (Gay, 
2000; Weinstein et al., 2004), an anti-deficit model that promotes the positive elements of 
individual students (Gutierrez & Rogoff, 2003), a strong classroom culture with high 
expectations and a focus on caring (Ladson-Billings, 1995; Nodding, 2013) that is safe for the 
students (Hill, 2009; Dutro et al., 2008), and a focus on effective instruction (Lemov, 2010) to 
help create positive learning environments, no scholar has, as of yet, brought these concepts 
together into one consolidated approach. LePage et al. (2005) came close in their vision for 
classroom management, but they did not address the importance of adapting one’s approach from 
student to student, class to class, and school to school. Therefore, the Dynamic Classroom 
Management Approach (DCMA), which I break down in great detail in the next chapter, 
combines these concepts into one model that is applied throughout the research in this 
dissertation. 
Second, as stated above, teacher education and classroom management scholars have 
called for further research demonstrating the link between pre-service teachers having 
coursework in classroom management and effectiveness in their future classrooms 





Overall, my dissertation will hopefully propel other scholars to address this important 
oversight in teacher preparation. 
 
A Brief Preview of the Dissertation 
Chapter two of the dissertation explains the conceptual framework for the Dynamic 
Classroom Management Approach, the theoretical foundation for the central study in the 
dissertation. This analysis examines a needed shift in the theoretical understanding of classroom 
management and calls for a more nuanced understanding of the concept by educators and 
scholars. 
Chapter three uses statistical analysis of a 2010-11 New York City Department of 
Education data set and the Educational Longitudinal Study 2002 to substantiate the link between 
school climate (and other elements of DCMA) and student academic achievement. This link is 
critical in demonstrating the importance of preparing new teachers with DCMA skills before 
entering the classroom. 
Chapter four introduces and breaks down the methods for the qualitative study that makes 
up the remainder of the dissertation. The chapter ends by proving a table that summarizes the 
narratives of the control and experimental cohort pre-services teachers, which are expounded 
upon in Parts II and III. 
Part II begins with an introduction to the control cohort in chapter five. It describes the 
control cohort’s Methods II course with Professor Lee, focusing on the texts, assignments, and 
pedagogy introduced (and not) during the class. It also introduces the background/makeup of the 





Chapters six, seven, and eight tell the stories of Dana, Conrad, and Robyn, three pre-
service students in Professor Lee’s Methods II course who were representative of the larger 
population within Professor Lee’s class. These narratives highlight what elements of their 
coursework they found helpful in preparing them for their student teaching as well as what 
coursework and pedagogy they wish they would have had to better prepare them to teach. Then 
chapter nine analyzes similarities and differences between the experiences of Dana, Conrad, and 
Robyn. 
Part III begins with an introduction to the experimental cohort in chapter ten. It describes 
the experimental cohort’s Methods II course with Professor Gold, focusing on the texts, 
assignments, pedagogy introduced during the class, and how the course differed from Professor 
Lee’s (and Professor Gold’s previous Methods II courses). It also introduces the 
background/makeup of the students selected to participate in the study.  
Chapters eleven, twelve, and thirteen tell the stories of Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel, three 
pre-service students in Professor Gold’s Methods II course who were representative of the larger 
population within Professor Gold’s class. These narratives highlight what elements of their 
coursework they found helpful in preparing them for their student teaching and teaching as well 
as what coursework and pedagogy they wish they would have had to better prepare them to 
teach. Then chapter fourteen analyzes similarities and differences between the experiences of 
Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel. 
Part IV (and chapter fifteen) concludes the dissertation by evaluating the differential 
benefits the students in the experimental cohort received in terms of preparing them to teach 
compared to the control students. The chapter also examines similarities between the control and 





preparation programs based on the dissertation’s findings and it suggests future research to be 






Chapter Two: Conceptual Framework 
 
From Discipline to Dynamic Pedagogy: A Re-Conceptualization of Classroom Management 
  
“She is boring, boring. She could do something creative. Instead she just stands there. She can’t control the 
class, doesn’t know how to control the class. She asked me what she was doing wrong. I told her she just stands 
there like she’s meditating…She says that we’re supposed to know what to do. I told her I don’t know nothin’ 
unless she tells me. She just can’t control the class."  
-Lisa Delpit, Other People’s Children, 2006 
 
 “These teachers, who were trained to teach students from middle-class families and who often come from 
middle-class families themselves, now find themselves engulfed by minority students, immigrants, and other 
students from low-income families – students whose values and experiences are very different from their own” 
-Dave F. Brown, Theory Into Practice, 2003 
 
The classroom is a complex space, and to better understand that space, educational theory 
must recognize the dynamic social, cultural, economic, and power relationships that envelop 
American classrooms, which begs the question: Why are so many teachers typically prepared 
only to teach students from white, middle-class backgrounds as Delpit (2006) and Brown (2003) 
discuss? This pedagogical approach has resulted in too many students being “schooled” instead 
of “educated.” While many factors influence the ability of all students to be “educated,” one 
theme acts as a malevolent fog that infiltrates and challenges this right for children: power 
relations within and outside the classroom. The constant interplay and mismatch of power 
relationships within a classroom produces students who do not feel connected to their class, and 
therefore, it can result in “management” issues. 
Progressive educators often squirm at the use of the term “management,” which stands 
for organization, control, and obedience (McLaughlin & Bryan, 2003; Rist, 1972); nevertheless, 
this traditional definition is how classroom management is consistently taught to and perceived 
by educators across the United States (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1990; McCarthy & Benally, 2003). 
Such an approach is the result of educators embracing the Deficit Model used to perpetuate the 
hegemonic order within American society. Watts and Erevelles (2004) sum up this predatory 





manifest in the racist, colonizing, and ableist pedagogical practices in U.S. public schools” (p. 
293). Yet, while many scholars have addressed hegemony and stratification in American 
education (Bowles & Gintis, 1976; MacLeod, 1987; Willis, 1981), these scholars have focused 
on either oppositional students or the form of oppression without examining the relationship 
between social structure and individual agency (Hand, 2010) as it relates to classroom disruption. 
Without such analysis, scholars and educators cannot account for why certain students who face 
low expectations and structural inequality succeed while others do not (Lee, 2007).  
The reality is, as Brown (2003) writes, that “classroom management in urban schools is 
more difficult than in rural or suburban schools because gaining students’ cooperation while 
ensuring their learning involves addressing students’ cultural, ethnic, social, identity 
development, language, and safety needs, as well as their academic growth” (pp. 277-278). 
When a teacher enters the classroom from a similar cultural, ethnic, and social background as his 
or her students, classroom resistance and opposition may be mitigated (Shor, 2009), though this 
is not always the case. As a result, it is often when teachers teach “other people’s children” 
(Delpit, 2006; Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977) that resistance and opposition surfaces (Fordham & 
Ogbu, 1986). Therefore, educators planning to enter classrooms of “other people’s children” 
should prepare to do so in a culturally responsive way; otherwise, they will likely burn out within 
their first three years of teaching (Allen, 2010; LePage et al., 2005; Martin, 2004; McCarthy & 
Benally, 2003; Oliver & Reschly, 2007). 
When aspects of classroom management are integrated into teacher preparation, teacher 
educators typically overlook the issue of cultural relevance (McCarthy & Benally, 2003) and 
instead retain the traditional definition of classroom management that reproduces the hegemonic 





strategy for management, with the malleability of public education – in terms of the student 
populations, its teachers, and the rigors and expectations for the students and teachers – an 
updated definition of classroom management is necessary. 
 A new definition of classroom management should be multi-faceted, nuanced, dynamic, 
and malleable. Therefore, based on my experiences as a classroom teacher, cooperating teacher 
(CT), department chair, field supervisor, and teacher educator, in addition to fusing nuanced 
research on classroom management outlined below, this chapter develops a new framework and 
approach to classroom management: the Dynamic Classroom Management Approach (DCMA). 
DCMA incorporates an understanding of the social, cultural, economic, ability, language, 
sexuality, and gendered contexts of students; how these contexts relate to and interact with the 
teacher’s background and experiences; and the organizational structure and climate of the school. 
Furthermore, it can be used and adapted for both primary and secondary education; it is 
constructed to focus on what the teacher can do in the classroom independent of the school-wide 
approach and structural supports within the school.  
 To best explain the theoretical foundation for DCMA, the chapter begins by defining and 
analyzing the traditional theoretical framework for classroom management before providing the 
theoretical and conceptual foundation for DCMA, which builds on and combines concepts from 
leading scholars in teacher education and classroom management.  
 
Traditional Theories Influencing Classroom Management 
Theory of Discipline 
The most traditional model of classroom management utilizes “Assertive Discipline” 





and procedures in order to mitigate classroom misbehavior and disruption. The use of the term 
discipline demonstrates the critical emphasis educators place on control and order to manage 
their students who oppose their authority. From a theoretical standpoint, school discipline can be 
defined as “maintaining the institutional axis, of reproducing the social relationships of the 
school in general: of inducing respect for elemental frameworks in which other transactions can 
take place” (Willis, 1981, p. 66). And when this definition is embraced by a school and its 
teachers, reward systems are often set up to reinforce these subordinating, docile roles of 
students (Bowles & Gintis, 1976). While there are many components to the theoretical 
understanding of discipline, one concept connects all of these components: power.  
 For Foucault (1995), discipline and power are symbiotic, where discipline makes the 
operation of relational power possible and power reinforces and sustains that discipline. This 
disciplinary power is used to train individuals as it becomes embedded in the daily routines of 
the classroom (Demeo, 2005), and once these power relations are learned, they become part of a 
person’s identity (Gutierrez, Rymes, & Larson, 1995).7 As a result, discipline becomes an 
authoritarian force that extends to the creation of docile bodies (Foucault, 1995), enforcement by 
surveillance (Foucault, 1995) and total institutions (Goffman, 1961), and reinforcement by 
symbolic interaction (Goffman, 1959). 
 Overall, when thinking about the theory of discipline, it is important to understand how 
Foucault and Goffman’s conceptions of power and interaction maintain the inequitable 
relationship between the authority and his/her subjects. 
 
The Deficit Model 
                                                 
7 As Demeo (2005) points out, an application of Foucault’s theory on power and knowledge can be used to maintain 





To understand how traditional theories influence classroom management, it is essential 
that scholars understand the Deficit Model, which permeates and reflects each of these theories. 
In general, the Deficit Model perceives students who do not conform to the pre-established 
norms as being academically deficient (Noguera, 2003; Tobin, 1995; Yoneyama & Naito, 2003). 
More specifically, the Deficit Model is, “…a cultural hierarchy in which belief systems, 
epistemologies, practices, and ways of using language associated with persons from low-income 
and so-called minority communities have been deemed deficits that detract from school-based 
learning” (Lee, 2007, p. 14). As a result, the Deficit Model can lead to educators fixating on 
control instead of educational objectives and concerns (Noguera, 2003) and blaming the victim 
(Lee, 2007; Watts & Erevelles, 2004). Schools that buy into this ethos become “authoritarian 
structures that include blaming, punitive, and disciplinary approach based on the use of 
aggression, power, and control” (Yoneyama & Naito, 2003, p. 317); such a model can result in 
the disproportionate punishment, suspension, and expulsion of students of color – students who 
are punished for their supposed deficits because the school is more focused on control than 
learning (Watts & Erevelles, 2004) and because many teachers do not share cultural 
epistemologies with their students. 
 
Theory of Hegemony 
 Gramsci’s (1971) concept of hegemony, ruling through consent, is used by the dominant 
culture to retain power relations within society; and as schools are a major agent of socialization, 
they are often used to reinforce these hegemonic relationships. The use of the school to 
propagate hegemony begins in early childhood education, when children are provided beige 





characteristics (Tobin, 1995). As a result, other students who do not conform to this norm are 
deemed as having a deficit, as discussed above. Further, the norm has become so ingrained in 
society “that any student who disrupts the norm is seen as dangerous and therefore in need of 
discipline, segregation in special classrooms or alternative schools, or expulsion” (Watts & 
Erevelles, 2004, p. 292). The most disturbing element of hegemony is that, as Bourdieu (1984) 
writes, the dominated classes “accept the stakes offered by the dominant classes” (p. 165).  
Hegemony has infiltrated education and educational philosophy to the point where 
scholars like Schempp, Sparkes, and Templin (1993) can write that their new teachers’ induction 
into the profession “would have been radically different if the students our teachers faced walked 
into classrooms demanding an education rather than counseling or entertainment” (p. 469). If 
educators internalize this hegemonic order and students consent to their role in this relationship, 
educators will continue to see any deviation from the “norm” as a deficit in the students. 
 
Theories of Stratification and Resistance 
To preserve the hegemony and power relations within society, schools become, in a 
sense, a reproduction of the factory model. This type of stratification creates an educational 
system that preserves social inequalities. According to Bowles and Gintis (1976), the U.S. 
education system is “geared toward the reproduction of economic relations,” which is possible 
because “the educational meritocracy is largely symbolic” – teachers reward those who conform 
while discriminating against those who do not conform and are not white and middle-class 
(Bowles & Gintis, 1976, p. 103). Paul Willis (1981) expanded on the analysis of Bowles and 
Gintis when he observed and analyzed the social and economic reproduction of stratified society 





Like Foucault and Bowles and Gintis, Willis (1981) examined the role of tracking in 
reproducing the division of social classes within, and then, outside of school. Willis analyzed the 
“lads,” students who felt disconnected from the educational paradigm and favored a “laff” over 
conforming to the system like the “ear’oles.” Willis argued that the “lads” created this counter-
culture within the classroom to mirror “the culture its members are mostly destined for – 
shopfloor culture” (p. 52). Therefore, the “lads” favored embracing their time with one another 
instead of focusing on qualifying exams, which enabled these students to create a “class culture, 
as distinct from the dominant one” (Willis, 1981, p. 26).  
One explanation for the creation and reproduction of this class culture by the “lads” is the 
“teaching paradigm” as perceived by Willis. According to Willis (1981), the teaching paradigm 
embraces the concept of governmentality, where students are governed as a population instead of 
taking the students into account as individuals. Students gauge this treatment and use their 
counter-school culture to liberate themselves “from the burden of conformism and conventional 
achievement. It allows their capacities and potentials to take root elsewhere” (Willis, 1981, pp. 
130-131). In other words, the student counter-culture is an intentional ploy by the “lads” to 
maintain their destiny of working on the shop floor like their fathers. 
MacLeod (1987) built on the research of Willis by examining differences between 
conformists and non-conformists from the same socio-economic background. In his study, 
MacLeod observed the “Hallway Hangers” (white, working class non-conformists), and the 
“Brothers” (African-American conformists). MacLeod explained that the “Brothers’” decision to 
work hard in school to attain a good job made sense because they saw the “Hallway Hangers” 
removing themselves from the competition for these jobs, thus making the competition for the 





work of Bowles and Gintis (and Willis to a lesser extent) by observing that two groups from the 
same socio-economic background “experience the process of social reproduction in 
fundamentally different ways” (MacLeod, 1987, p. 137). While somewhat different from Willis 
and Bowles and Gintis, MacLeod provides another example of how individuals self-select to 
reproduce stratification. 
 At the heart of many of these non-conformist students is their desire to resist the 
dominant culture’s norms and values, which ensures their educational failure (Watts & Erevelles, 
2004; Willis, 1981; McLaren, 2003). Sometimes, as Willis (1981) would suggest, this is a 
conscious effort by students who know they want to continue the working class traditions of their 
fathers. However, as Noguera (2003) finds, once student internalize labels that have been 
assigned to them and understand that their education is not going anywhere, they lose interest in 
following the rules, and sometimes decide to make the lives of other students and educators 
miserable. When resistance results in enough classroom disruption, it can cause instruction and 
learning to stop and rules and norms to change (McFarland, 2001; Hand, 2010).8 In all, it is 
important for educators to understand that the theories of stratification and resistance are 
inextricably linked and lead to student opposition and resistance. 
 
Summation of the Theories Related to Traditional Classroom Management  
 Each theory that informs traditional classroom management (described above) begins and 
ends with the disciplinarian educator buying into the deficit model. Students enter the U.S. 
education system and are perceived as lacking because they do not conform to the “norm” 
established by the hegemonic structure, which is reinforced by stratification and the preservation 
                                                 
8 As Yoneyama and Naito (2003) point out, it is also important to understand that many teachers disagree with the 
“power-dominant management structure,” and therefore, they are caught between having to uphold this “norm” and 





of a class-and race-based, industrial model. Therefore, as educators seek to discipline and retain 
order and control in their classrooms, some students resist these norms and cause disruption, 
which can halt instruction and change the existing rules. While many of these concepts stem 
from Foucault, it is important to point out that Foucault himself admitted, “the work of deep 
transformation can only be carried out in a free atmosphere, one constantly agitated by a 
permanent criticism” (Gruenewald, 2004, pp. 154-55). Therefore, one must be willing to critique 
this traditional model of classroom management and the theories that informed it. 
 
A Theoretical Foundation for DCMA 
While the theorists and scholars discussed above account for the most commonly 
understood framework for classroom management, one major problem permeates each of their 
theories: a linear focus that overlooks the complex, interchangeable, dynamic nature of the U.S. 
education system. School counter-culture and resistance does not occur only because non-
conformists want to or unknowingly reproduce their station in the hegemonic order. It is not 
given that educators must conform to these norms and that teaching can only use one ideology in 
the implementation of pedagogy and instruction. And, most of all, students who are not white 
and middle-class do not have any type of deficit. For educators to truly improve the educational 
environment and classroom management within U.S. classrooms, they must begin to embrace the 
diverse nature of their students, teachers, communities, schools, curricula, and pedagogies. 
Since so many teacher education programs, schools, administrators, and teachers 
reinforce the discipline-power focused philosophy of education and management (Hoy & 
Woolfolk, 1990; Noguera, 2003), it is critical that educators begin to rethink and redefine the 





oppositionality…should not be a springboard for experimentation with new techniques for 
controlling kids or repressing their innermost needs and desires. Instead, it ought to be a starting 
point for critical reading and reflection” (p. 55). Educators need to absorb this new way of 
thinking and retool their epistemology as related to educational knowledge and thought. 
Therefore, it is necessary to revise traditional theories that impact classroom management 
– including Foucault’s theory of discipline and power, Goffman’s symbolic interaction with 
regard to discipline, Gramsci’s hegemony, and theories of stratification and resistance – to create 
new concepts that better integrate the dynamic complexities of our society and educational 
systems today. Thus, I urge scholars and educators to adopt the Dynamic Classroom 
Management Approach (DCMA), which embodies a distinctive approach to classroom 
management.9 
There are four major components of DCMA: 1) Flexibility and adaptability in one’s 
management style; 2) Understanding the context of students’ diverse backgrounds; 3) Creating a 
positive classroom culture and community; and 4) Effective pedagogy. But first, to effectively 
implement DCMA, one must adopt a new frame of mind for interacting with students: an anti-
deficit or surplus model, which focuses on using the strengths of the students’ differences and the 
context of their realities to help them excel in modern society. 
While a critical component of an educator’s pedagogy is their educational philosophy, in 
order for that educator to have success in the classroom he/she must translate that philosophy 
into practice. Therefore, the following sections both break down the theoretical principles that 
frame each category of DCMA and discuss how these theories can be applied in practice. 
 
                                                 
9 See the Dynamic Classroom Management Approach (DCMA) rubric at the end of the chapter in Figure 1, which 





Principles of the Anti-Deficit/Surplus Model 
 The deficit model sets non-white, non-middle class students up for failure and creates 
unnecessary opposition and resistance within the classroom, as described above. Therefore, it is 
essential that educators employ an anti-deficit model – or surplus model – that focuses on the 
strengths of all students. Applied to behavior management, “Teachers…need to consider the 
benefits of using positive approaches to behavior management rather than punitive and 
exclusionary methods in inclusive settings” (Soodak, 2003, p. 322). Such a positive approach 
focuses on students’ differences rather than their “deficits” (Gutierrez & Rogoff, 2003) and 
utilizes contextual analyses (Weiner, 2003). Unfortunately, schools in urban communities often 
focus more on control and order than academic rigor, and as a result, students are not 
intellectually engaged, which causes them to act out (Noguera, 2003). Yet, if educators approach 
all students as having a surplus of different skills and talents, academic rigor can exist in all 
schools, just differentiated from school to school and classroom to classroom based on the 
positive contributions each child brings to the learning environment. 
 For educators to shift their ideology from a deficit model to a surplus model, they must 
change their “gaze,” or the way they see and perceive children. As Delpit and White-Bradley 
(2003) discuss, when they teach students of color – the demographic group considered as 
disciplinary problems – they think of how their students have an amazing ability to question 
issues of power and control and make their voices heard “for the sake of their own humanity” (p. 
288). They do not dwell on any perceived “deficits” of their students; rather, they value the 
contributions students provide in order to challenge the status quo by creating a classroom 





the skills of their students instead of knocking them down for skills the dominant culture 
perceives the students should know. 
 
Principles of Flexibility and Adaptability in One’s Management Style  
 Many educators and education scholars have overlooked how the composition of a 
teacher’s class differs from class to class and from student to student. As Shor (2009) writes, 
“The same teacher can have authority in one class and less in another because few classes are 
alike” (p. 292). This reality challenges teachers to better evaluate how to best address each class 
and each student to create a learning environment conducive for all students. Therefore, if 
teachers embrace the tenets of DCMA, they must also realize the need to be adaptable to the 
individual needs of their students and avoid a “one-size-fits-all” approach to classroom 
management.  
For instance, within a given classroom, one student might respond well to being “called 
out” in front of the class while another student will only respond positively if addressed on a 
personal level. One student may become engaged in the material if constantly challenged orally 
while another student might only become engaged if given space. It is the teacher’s job to get to 
know his or her students, based on who they are and where they come from, to determine the 
best methods to engage their students in the class and the ideal strategies for mitigating 
behavioral issues. That is why Gutierrez and Rogoff (2003) argue that regularities in students’ 
traits are not static; therefore, teachers must take into account how students’ experiences change 
over time, from student to student, and from class to class. As Noddings (2013) stated, “There is 






Principles of Understanding the Context of Students’ Diverse Backgrounds  
 The “Diversity in Context” dimension of DCMA breaks down the differences in students’ 
backgrounds, including: class, race/ethnicity, culture, differential abilities, language, gender, and 
sexuality. This section analyzes how and why these contexts should be examined within the 
framework of DCMA by analyzing: 1) the role of social class in classroom management and the 
breaking down of hegemony and stratification through DCMA; 2) the role of culture (including 
race/ethnicity, gender, and sexuality) in classroom management in the context of culturally 
responsive teaching and culturally responsive classroom management; 3) the role of differential 
abilities in the classroom and how that impacts classroom management; and 4) the intersection 
between class and culture in the classroom and how it relates to classroom management. 
 
The Role of Class in Classroom Management 
The differences among students’ class statuses affect dynamics within a school, its 
hallways, and its classrooms. A student’s socio-economic background influences his/her cultural 
experiences and affects his/her academic expectations and needs. In other words, students from 
different socio-economic backgrounds bring different experiences to the classroom and require 
different pedagogical approaches to meet their unique experiences and expectations.  
Many teachers who enter urban or low-socioeconomic classrooms come from more 
economically privileged communities, and therefore struggle to identify with their students. As 
Peter McLaren (2003) wrote,  
When I worked with students in my suburban ghetto classroom, those whose cultural 
capital most closely resembled my own were the students with whom I initially felt most 
comfortable, spend the most instructional time, and most often encouraged to work in an 
independent manner. I could relate more readily and positively – at least at the beginning 
– to those students whose manners, values, and competencies resembled my own. 





economically disadvantaged underclass, and this often worked against them, especially 
with teachers who registered such students as intellectually or socially deficient. 
Intellectual and social deficiencies had little, if anything, to do with their behavior. Class-
specific character traits and social practices did (p. 94).  
 
While McLaren’s experience is likely typical, it is important for educators to realize when such 
favoritism is occurring and to adapt their behaviors to capitalize on the experiences and traits of 
the poorer students to help all students in the classroom achieve at a high level. McLaren (2003) 
himself identified that poorer students reject the “dead time” that results from relationships 
dictated by market ideology and the priority of efficiency over spontaneity. This, as he describes 
it, leads to the internal and external struggle for students, which results in students acting out.  
However, these students’ desire to be spontaneous and passionate can result in highly 
effective classrooms that aim to dismantle a market ideology. As bell hooks (2003) argued, 
“those of us from working-class backgrounds may feel that discussion is deeper and richer if it 
arouses intense responses” (p. 148). Such passion creates a problem for many instructors who do 
not incorporate class-consciousness into their instruction and pedagogy and instead teach to 
middle and upper class values (hooks, 2003). If teachers were to acknowledge these class 
differences, they would be more adept at creating an environment where all students are capable 
of contributing to the course while challenging the hegemonic norms often perpetuated by 
American education. 
However, it is often difficult for teachers to change their own class-consciousness related 
to pedagogy and curricula because many teachers have come to accept hegemonic power 
relations as commonplace instead of challenging the injustice behind them (Noguera, 2003). 
Using a more class-conscious approach to teaching, teachers can then adapt their curricula and 
pedagogy to incorporate the challenging of hegemonic relationships and stratification. As Piper 





contributes to a general impoverishment of experience and practice for both children and 
professionals” (pp. 890-891). Therefore, educators should utilize educational theory that does not 
just accept and conform to hegemony, but challenges it. 
One form of counter-hegemony involves teachers creating a “third space” where students 
and teachers can address and analyze issues that are outside of each of their individual “scripts.” 
According to Gutierrez, Rymes, and Larson (1995), this third space is a “social space within 
which counter-hegemonic activity, or contestation of dominant discourses, can occur for both 
students and teachers…[where] both a social and critical theory can be implemented” (p. 451). 
Using this third space, a safe space, teachers will not face as much resistance from their students 
(Hand, 2010). 
In terms of breaking down both hegemony and its relationship with stratification, Delpit 
(2006) discussed two critical aspects of power that can help liberate students (and teachers): “(1) 
If you are not already a participant in the culture of power, being told explicitly the rules of that 
culture makes acquiring power easier; [and] (2) Those with power are frequently least aware of –
or least willing to acknowledge – its existence. Those with less power are often most aware of its 
existence” (p. 24). Once teachers understand these concepts, they can enter the classroom and 
empower their students to question power within U.S. society and take hold of that power. 
However, if teachers only teach to liberal, middle-class values, then they will only maintain the 
status quo (Delpit, 2006). This is not saying teachers must go against their own values; rather, 
they must be transparent with their students about the different codes that exist within U.S. 
society and what codes enable individuals to thrive within the dominant culture. Teachers should 
teach their students these codes in a contextual manner that gives the codes meaning to the 





This enables the students and other members traditionally excluded from the dominant discourse 
a chance to become participants in society rather than subjugated observers (Delpit, 2006). 
Teachers should embrace that “power and the forms of knowledge legitimized in 
classrooms are inextricably linked” (Gutierrez, Rymes, & Larson, 1995, p. 451). If they can do 
so, they will be able to embrace DCMA as a means to mediate the power dynamics within the 
classroom to create a safe space that builds on the strengths of each student to construct a 
productive learning environment for all students.  
 
 
The Role of Culture in Classroom Management 
While the class of one’s students is an important element to consider when developing 
management strategies, one cannot look at class without considering the culture that is associated 
with that class, including one’s race, ethnicity, gender, and sexuality. This interrelationship 
between class and culture in urban schools results in a variegated environment for student 
learning. Therefore, educators must create what Ladson-Billings (1995), Gay (2000), and 
Villegas and Lucas (2002) refer to as culturally reflective or culturally responsive pedagogy. 
According to Villegas and Lucas (2002), culturally responsive teachers: 1) Gain a sociocultural 
consciousness; 2) Develop an affirmative attitude toward diverse students; 3) Have the 
commitment and skills to act as a change agent; 4) Understand the constructivist foundation of 
culturally responsive teachers; 5) Learn about students and their community; and 6) Cultivate 
culturally responsive teaching practices. According to Ladson-Billings (1995), adapting this type 
of pedagogy provides three specific benefits to students: increased academic achievement, 
improved cultural competence, and students are better able to understand and critique the 





Using the culturally responsive pedagogy framework, Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, and 
Curran (2004) developed their model for Culturally Responsive Classroom Management 
(CRCM), which includes five components: 1) Recognition of one’s own ethnocentrism and 
biases; 2) Knowledge of students’ cultural backgrounds; 3) Awareness of the broader social, 
economic, and political context; 4) Ability and willingness to use culturally appropriate 
management strategies; and 5) Commitment to building caring classroom communities.  
One part of Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, and Curran’s CRCM that needs to be further 
developed is their focus on having knowledge of students’ cultural backgrounds. While this is 
critical for a teacher to successfully employ CRCM, a teacher must amend the concept to address 
each student individually. As Irizarry (2007) pointed out, “culture is not a fixed entity, but rather 
always changing; a diversity of experiences exists even among members of the same cultural 
group. If a teacher follows a checklist of behaviors that have been attributed to a specific cultural 
group, he or she can reinforce stereotypes and actually do more harm than good” (p. 23). A 
teacher can have a checklist of how they hope to approach classroom management, but by using 
a method like CRCM, teachers must ensure that checklist is malleable. What Irizarry makes 
apparent, is how that malleability must move beyond the group level and meet students at the 
individual level.  
A major challenge for a teacher to adopt CRCM (or DCMA) is teachers recognizing 
when they perceive student behavior and culture through their own cultural lenses (McCarthy & 
Benally, 2003). Teachers must learn to see the dynamics of their classroom through the eyes of 
their students and the communities from which they come; otherwise, there will be a mismatch 
within the classroom that can result in opposition, and therefore, disruption in the classroom. 





individual’s social structure shapes their life (Lareau, 2006), but also put themselves in the place 
of their students to find ways to engage them in learning and motivate them to challenge the 
dominant norms and ideologies. When teachers are able to adopt this new educational paradigm, 
they will be able to engage their students, and as a result, reduce opposition, resistance, and 
“management” issues. 
Additionally, teachers must acknowledge their students possess expert knowledge and 
accept this knowledge while retaining the responsibility to teach their students (Delpit, 2006). 
Such acknowledgment empowers the students and embraces the diverse experiences and cultural 
differences of each student so as to enliven the learning environment for all students. While 
creating curricula that is sensitive to these cultural differences of students is challenging (Tobin, 
1995) and often neglected in the study of education (Lee, Spencer, & Harpalani, 2003), it enables 
educators to fully appreciate why students display positive forms of classroom behavior 
(Wentzel, 2003) and it mitigates classroom disruption because students feel empowered by the 
learning environment instead of excluded.  
Another important element of a student’s culture that teachers must be aware of is 
language diversity. English Language Learners (ELL) often attend classes where they cannot 
follow what is happening. For instance, Curran (2003) argued that “[w]e need to understand, 
expect, and feel comfortable with the natural responses (e.g., laughter, first language use, silence, 
and fatigue) that occur when our students participate in interactions in which they are not 
completely proficient in the language” (p. 335). Teachers who are unaware of such reactions 
might perceive these actions as adversarial, a perception that can results in the teacher punishing 





challenges ELL students face and accommodate their pedagogy to differentiate10 for these 
students, ELL students can become empowered and more engaged in the content, and thus 
diminish any type of disruptive behavior. 
Lastly, many teachers overlook the role of gender and sexuality when crafting culturally 
responsive pedagogy. When constructing their curricula, educators need to challenge the 
dominant ideologies by incorporating the perspectives of groups other than white men. For 
instance, Weiler (2003) criticized Willis’ dismissal of how gender is related to and affects 
educational settings in working class communities. Therefore, educators should approach 
challenges to hegemony and stratification from diverse perspectives – including race, class, 
gender, and sexuality – that can help account for the dynamic and complex realities of why 
hegemony and stratification have been maintained and are perpetuated by the educational 
system. Once students are empowered in this way and exposed to diverse perspectives, they will 
become more invested in the classroom, and as a result, classroom management issues will likely 
dissipate. 
In all, when a teacher can create this type of classroom, CRCM becomes an extension of 
the teacher’s pedagogy and enables the teacher to challenge students in a productive way not 
otherwise possible if students feel alienated. CRCM provides students a safety net where they 
feel the teacher maintains control, not for the sake of control and power, but because the teacher 
cares about their success. This different power dynamic is critical for creating a classroom where 
all students can excel. 
 
                                                 
10 The concept of educational differentiation refers to a teacher scaffolding their assigned tasks to meet the needs of 
different levels of learners. For instance, a teacher with three different levels of readers in their classroom might 
provide each level of learners with variations of the same reading assignment; if the reading was about “Civil War 
battles,” then each student would receive a reading about the battles, but readings would have different levels of 





The Role of Differential Abilities in Classroom Management  
 One of the most challenging aspects of teaching is differentiating instruction for different 
types of learners. When there are learners of different ability levels in the same class, it is hard as 
a teacher to challenge each student based on their individual skill levels; therefore, when 
differentiation does not occur, some students end up not being challenged enough while other 
students might be challenged too much, which can result in students disengaging from class and 
becoming disruptive in some way. The importance of effective differentiation is exacerbated in 
classes where students have special needs and individualized education plans. 
 In such classrooms, teachers must be aware of not just different ways to teach these 
students according to their individualized needs, but also how to individualize discipline plans 
for students, as a single uniform management strategy can be detrimental to the student and class 
as a whole (Emmer & Stough, 2001). As Landrum, Tankersley, and Kauffman (2003) found in 
their study of teachers educating students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders in general 
education classes, “many teachers do not modify their instructional or management 
techniques…[and] even teachers of students with EBD may lack sufficient training in 
empirically sound practices” (Landrum, Tankersley, & Kauffman, 2003, p. 153). In other words, 
all teachers must be aware of individualized methods of interacting with students with special 
needs and of different ability levels, which is a good practice that can translate to all types of 
classrooms and students. 
 
The Role of Context (intersection of class, culture, and abilities) in Classroom Management  
When students analyze a document in their classroom, craft a persuasive essay, or 





consideration. The same is critical and essential when educators consider their approach to 
classroom management.  
The most important thing for teachers to understand when considering classroom 
management in urban classrooms and other low-socioeconomic schools is that a teacher’s reality 
(social, political, economic, and cultural existence) is likely very different from that of his or her 
students’ reality. As Shor (2003) pointed out, “while all teachers need to establish and distribute 
authority in critical classrooms, some are at a distinct advantage both in taking charge and in 
sharing power: white males who are tall, older, full-time, long-employed, and able-bodies, 
though teachers of color tend to have more authority than whites in inner-city schools with 
minority populations” (p. 292). Because of the natural connection teachers can make with 
students of a similar background, it is important that teachers who come from different 
backgrounds than their students (which is often the case in urban schools) learn about the context 
and realities of their students, to respect and adapt their curricula and management strategies to 
help all their students succeed. 
Therefore, teachers should think of the context of students’ backgrounds as the 
intersection of students’ different realities, like class and gender. For instance, Kathleen Weiler 
(2003) used a feminist critique to analyze the importance of examining the relationship between 
gender and class-consciousness to counter the hegemonic tradition within the education system. 
For Weiler, modern educators need to examine how women’s lives, in addition to men’s lives, 
are dictated by the economy, and how these relations impact class culture as it relates to schools. 
Her point is critical to acknowledge, as class issues related to schools cannot be examined within 
a male-dominated vacuum, but must rather be studied by the different gender relationships based 





In summary, an educator’s ability to embody a surplus, anti-hegemonic model that takes 
students’ class, culture, ability, and context into account will enable educators to enter the 
classroom with a philosophy that positively affects their pedagogy and instruction. This approach 
will then directly influences the educator’s classroom management approach. 
  
Principles of Creating a Positive Classroom Culture and Community 
An educator creating a caring, safe, and encouraging classroom culture and community is 
critical for students to excel academically and directly affects student buy-in and engagement, 
thus reducing classroom management problem. These tenets are rooted in the conception of 
culturally responsive pedagogy (CRP) discussed above; however, in their discussion of CRP, 
many of these scholars gloss over key components of creating such a classroom environment. 
Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, and Curran (2004) and Ladson-Billings (1995) referred to 
the importance of creating a caring environment, but they overlook the salience of also building a 
safe, open environment in the classroom where students feel free to disagree with one another 
and critically analyze issues without feeling threatened (Hill, 2009; Dutro et al., 2008). Dutro et 
al. (2008), in their analysis of culturally relevant pedagogy, discussed this necessity: “…turning 
the negative situations and feelings that some children encountered along the way into 
opportunities for critical discussion required Ruth’s openness to children’s feelings and ideas and 
her commitment to create spaces for those ideas and feelings to be shared as a class” (p. 295). 
When students know the classroom environment is a safe place to share, students will feel 
encouraged to engage in the class material. 
Such a classroom environment can only be established if the teacher models what a safe, 





that their classroom is a place that is safe where people can share and challenge one another, the 
classroom becomes a space for truly critical analysis and reflection. Moreover, by opening up to 
the students, with regard to the content of the course, teachers can often establish a connection 
with the students that will allow for a positive learning environment. Creating such an 
environment takes time and should begin at the start of the year so students can build trust with 
one another and the teacher; if this trust is established, classroom management becomes a 
secondary concern.  
 
Principles of Creating Effective Pedagogy 
For students to become immersed in a positive learning environment where they feel safe, 
cared for, and encouraged to learn, the curricula and implementation of that curricula must 
reflect who the students are. Delpit (2003) discussed how contextualizing one’s pedagogy also 
relates to providing students safe contexts for the curriculum itself when she wrote: 
All we can do is provide students with the exposure to alternate form, and allow them the 
opportunity to practice that form in contexts that are nonthreatening, have a real 
purpose, and are intrinsically enjoyable. If they have access to alternative forms, it will 
be their decision later in life to choose which to use We can only provide them with the 
knowledge base and hope they will make appropriate choices (p. 392, Delpit’s emphasis).  
 
This concept of allowing students to make choices on their own requires a significant amount of 
work by the teacher. To do so, the teacher is required to understand the contextual background of 
each of his or her students and leaves the possibility for multiple “right” answers based on the 
perspective of the student examining the issue.  
For a teacher to reach the point where he/she is comfortable having multiple “right 
answers,” that teacher must understand how to create a classroom learning environment where 





including education, creates a consensus “regime of truth” that produces relations of tradition. 
Cohen (2008) explains this phenomenon well when she stated, “Power is a relationship of 
struggle to dominate the meanings that people give to their lives. It is a battle to authorize the 
truth, because truths are produced in one’s struggle to construct meaning of one’s actions, 
thoughts, and feelings” (p. 10). Consequently, teachers need to be aware of this struggle to find 
truth and adjust their management strategies and pedagogy to help each student find their truth 
through the curriculum. Truth is relative, as students’ realities will shift based on their varying 
social, political, economic, and cultural identities; therefore, teachers must incorporate these 
subjectivities into their pedagogy to help students buy-into their positive learning environment. 
Once teachers understand how to create a space where their students can uncover their 
own “truths,” they need to incorporate that into the planning of their course, units, and lessons, 
and follow through with that ideology through the implementation of each of their lessons. When 
students see the consistency of this infusion, they will become a part of the classroom 
community and classroom disruptions will not be as large of a factor. In addition to designing 
and implementing curricula and lessons that are culturally responsive, educators should focus on 
building cohesive lessons, with tight transitions, that build on the key concepts and skills from 
one lesson to the next in order to retain student engagement. The combination of cultural 
responsiveness with well-crafted, structured, and thought out units and lessons usually results in 
a positive learning environment with few “management” issues. 
However, even if a teacher has created an extremely safe, caring, and encouraging 
classroom environment with a curriculum that is culturally responsive and differentiated for 
different types of learners, student disruption will still occur. When it does, students should be 





individualized, positive approaches to disruption will often reinforce the students’ commitment 
to the classroom community and result in the reduction of future disruption. In other words, this 
personal approach to addressing classroom misbehavior – behavior that often results from issues 
outside the school context – can result in reducing the chance of recurring behavioral problems. 
Moreover, it is important to note that there are many different, effective teaching styles. 
DCMA is designed so that teachers who favor a strict demeanor in the classroom can be just as 
effective in creating positive learning environments that mitigate classroom disruption as a 
teacher with a more congenial classroom demeanor. The critical element of DCMA is 
adaptability and flexibility based on the needs of the students. Therefore, a teacher could 
demonstrate his/her high expectations for his/her students while integrating their cultural 
background into the curriculum and creating a safe space for dialogue through a strict, structured 
approach or a more experimental, project-based, laid-back approach.  
Overall, if students feel empowered to become engaged with the curricula, are treated as 
individuals with a voice within the classroom, and the teacher’s units and lessons are crafted and 
implemented in a structured, culturally responsive way, the teacher should be able to develop 
management strategies that preserve an environment that meets the specific needs of each child. 
 
Conclusion – Empirical/Practical Implications for Teachers 
The U.S. education system has gone through massive changes in the last few decades, 
from student composition to curricular demands to shifting pedagogies. Yet, as the American 
classroom has changed, educational ideology as it relates to classroom management has not 
shifted with it. When educators are able to shift their ideology to incorporate the more syncretic 





DCMA, which moves away from the deficit model and control and shifts the focus to 
emancipating and empowering students to excel in the classroom. The first step is changing the 
mindset of how teachers approach classroom management; the next step is a movement to create 
as many effective strategies to implement a framework like DCMA.  
And the benefits of implementing such a framework are substantiated. Because of the 
vast literature that has found a direct relationship between school climate (which embodies most 
elements of DCMA) and academic achievement (Hoy, Hannun, & Tschannen-Moran, 1998; 
Sherblom, Marshall, & Sherblom, 2006; Thapa et al., 2013), if each tenet of DCMA is addressed, 
students will be able to improve academically. This relationship between the elements of DCMA 








Figure 1. Dynamic Classroom Management Approach (DCMA) Rubric  
Diversity in Context 
Cultural 
Responsiveness 
• Successfully accommodates differences in all students’ communication styles based 
on their cultural context. 
• Successfully accommodates differences in all students’ learning styles based on 
their cultural context. 




• Successfully accommodates differences in all students’ communication styles based 
on their socio-economic context. 
• Successfully accommodates differences in all students’ learning styles based on 
their socio-economic context. 
• Successfully accommodates differences in all students’ socio-economic tastes. 
Language 
Responsiveness 
• Successfully accommodates differences in all students’ communication styles based 
on their language context. 
• Successfully accommodates differences in all students’ learning styles based on 
their language context. 
• Successfully accommodates differences in all students’ language abilities. 
Ability-Based 
Responsiveness 
• Successfully accommodates differences in all students’ communication styles based 
on their individualized abilities. 
• Successfully accommodates differences in all students’ learning styles based on 
their individualized abilities. 
• Successfully accommodates differences in all students’ and differentiates based on 




• Successfully accommodates differences in all students’ communication styles based 
on their gender and sexuality. 
• Successfully accommodates differences in all students’ learning styles based on 
their gender and sexuality. 
• Successfully accommodates differences in all students’ gendered and sexuality 
tastes. 
Consistency • Diversity in Context components are always consistently implemented on a daily 
basis. 
Flexibility in Management Style 
Flexibility & 
Adaptability of 
Management Style  
• Successfully adapts management styles and approaches based on the 







Course, Unit, & 
Lesson Design 
• The course is structured to tell a cohesive story that successfully transitions from 
unit to unit and lesson to lesson. 
• Each unit is structured to tell a cohesive story by successfully ordering and 
connecting each lesson. 
• Each lesson is successfully structured to tell a cohesive story with a clearly defined 
beginning, middle, and conclusion that are inter-related and that have tight 
transitions between each part of the lesson. 
• The course, unit, and lesson content, activities, and projects are personally relevant 
and engaging for all students  
• The course, units, and lessons are designed to successfully build grade specific 
skills and challenges students to achieve and exceed these skills. 
Lesson 
Implementation 
• The lesson successfully tells a cohesive story with a clearly defined beginning, 
middle, and conclusion that are inter-related and that have tight transitions between 
each part of the lesson. 
• The lesson content, activities, and projects are personally relevant and engage all 
students through active learning effective questioning. 
• The lesson successfully builds grade specific skills and challenges students to 
achieve and exceed these skills. 
Managing 
Misbehavior 
• Student misbehavior is dealt with through effective de-escalation strategies. 
• Standards are consistently maintained for student misbehavior. 
•  All students who misbehave are addressed individually and is treated with respect. 
• The teacher always seeks to uncover and address the underlying issues surrounding 
the student misbehavior rather than just punishing the student.  
Consistency • Pedagogy components are always consistently implemented on a daily basis. 
Classroom Culture & Community 
Caring Community • Prioritizes and creates positive, caring relationships between the teacher and 
all students. 
•  Prioritizes and facilitates positive, caring relationships between all of the 
students. 
• Creates and facilitates cooperative learning environments for all group 
activities. 
Safe Community • All students feel safe to share and communicate their ideas in an open 
environment. 
• All students feel mutually respected by their peers and the teacher. 




• All students are encouraged to establish and meet short and long-term 
personal and academic goals. 
• All students are encouraged to be change agents. 
• All students receive positive reinforcements. 
• Creates a community of active learners where all students are engaged in 
classroom material and motivated to learn. 
• The physical environment of the classroom entices all students to learn. 
Consistency • Classroom Culture & Community components are always consistently 





Chapter Three: Quantitative Support for Study 
The Statistical Link between elements of DCMA and Student Academic Outcomes 
 
 There has been much debate over the years about whether what happens inside schools 
makes a difference in terms of student academic outcomes or whether their background 
characteristics are more deterministic of student success. Therefore, as my study hypothesizes 
the importance of creating positive learning environments in the classroom, it was important to 
demonstrate that preparing teachers to create this environment has a direct relationship with 
improving student achievement.   
In order to determine this relationship, I used two data sets to establish the correlation 
between school climate and student achievement – data from the Educational Longitudinal Study 
(ELS:2002) and a New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE) data set created from 
publicly accessible data about parent, teacher, and student perceptions of a school’s learning 
environment from the 2010-11 school year. These findings are used specifically to show the 
importance of examining whether the integration of classroom management coursework using 
DCMA is beneficial for new teachers. In other words, this chapter lays the groundwork for the 
qualitative, quasi-experimental case study that follows by legitimizing the significant benefit of 
teachers learning classroom management strategies in their teacher preparation programs that 
provide the skills to create positive learning environments in their future classrooms.  
I chose to do statistical analysis using both the NYCDOE data and the ELS:2002 data to: 
1) Demonstrate the relationship between school climate/learning environment and student 
achievement for the student population taught by the students in my qualitative case study (the 
NYCDOE data); and 2) Establish that the relationship between school climate/learning 





possible to develop variables that aligned perfectly with the DCMA framework in the following 
analyses, using the National School Climate Center’s (NSCC) definition of school climate, 
which aligns well with DCMA, I was able to approximate the relationship between a 
teacher/school effectively implementing DCMA and the positive academic outcomes related to 
that.  
This chapter begins by examining the NYCDOE data, followed by analysis of the 
ELS:2002 data, and it concludes by comparing findings from the two analyses. 
 
Rationale for Analyses 
For decades, researchers in the social sciences have tried to understand how various 
factors impact student engagement and achievement. One prominent line of inquiry has focused 
on “school effects,” where researchers examine how much concepts like school climate, teacher 
quality and practice, administrator quality and practice, curriculum content, and testing and 
accountability policies and practices, actually matter for low-income students when it comes to 
raising and sustaining academic achievement over time. This focus on internal school-level 
variables leads to a larger question related to public education and equity: Can schools 
significantly counteract the effects of poverty on their own, or are the educational fates of far too 
many students pre-determined unless the root causes of poverty are not dealt with directly first? 
The Coleman Report (1966), a foundational work in educational research, attempted to 
answer this question. Published in the mid-sixties amidst swirling debates about de-segregating 
public schools and equity in school funding, its findings documented how much Socio-Economic 
Status (SES), family income levels, and other family background characteristics mattered for 





some, and after its publication, many policy makers, politicians, and scholars concluded that 
policies targeted at improving schools for low-income students, including increasing school 
funding, would not generate substantial enough outcomes to justify their input costs (Guthrie, 
1995).  
Recent research has questioned Coleman’s methodology and findings (Borman & 
Dowling, 2010). Large-scale quantitative studies have uncovered school effects that, after 
controlling for outside-of-school factors such as family income levels and SES, still impact 
student achievement (Bryk, Lee, & Holland, 1993; Hoy, Tarter, & Woolfolf-Hoy, 2006; Rivkin 
et al., 2005). These, and similar studies have documented how school-level variables, such as 
trust between teachers, academic rigor, and high academic expectations predict student 
achievement even after controlling for SES. 
 
Literature Review for Analyses of NYCDOE Data Set 
 Teachers, school leaders, and students do not engage in their daily work in a vacuum. 
Each school’s organizational culture and context in some ways is unique and has the ability to 
affect, in its own right, the individuals that work and go to school there (Bryk & Schneider, 
2002). The following section outlines some of the recent literature on one major within-school 
factor, “school climate.”  
 
School Climate 
 School climate influences students emotionally, socially, and academically in many ways 
(Cohen et al., 2011; Thapa et al., 2013). Perry (1908) first wrote about the concept of a school’s 





about the importance of a school’s internal sense of community on student development. Yet, it 
was not until the 1960s that scholars began to focus systematically on the effects of school 
climate on students (Halpin & Croft, 1966). Since the 1980s, school climate has come to be 
understood, broadly, as the internal quality and character of school life, which is comprised of 
many factors, all of which affect student and adult subjective experiences within schools. Some 
of these factors are: environmental, structural, safety, teaching and learning, relationships, 
community, morale, peer norms, and school-home-community partnerships (Cohen et al., 2011).  
Recently, the National School Climate Center (NSCC) a major organization of scholars 
and practitioners studying the topic, divided school climate into four general spheres, with 
school-based standards associated with each: 1) safety and respect; 2) teaching and learning; 3) 
relationships; and 4) environment. Accordingly, school climate reflects the norms, values, 
behaviors, goals, interpersonal relationships, teaching and learning practices, and organizational 
structures and policies that operate within a given school context (Cohen et al., 2011; Frieberg, 
1999; Thapa et al., 2013). The New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE) refers to 
school climate as a school’s “learning environment.” As I will discuss below, the NYCDOE 
measures school climate in each school by giving teachers, parents, and students “learning 
environment” surveys each year. These surveys are broken down into four categories that, while 
labeled differently in parts, align to the NSCC’s four school climate categories above and the 
components of DCMA described in chapter 2. Below, I review some of the literature in each of 
these four domains. 
 
Safety and Respect. For both the NSCC and NYCDOE, the safety component is based on 





promotes students’ learning and development (Center for Emotional Education, 2010; Cooper, 
2013). When students feel safe, they are more apt to learn and succeed academically (Devine & 
Cohen, 2007). Conversely, when students are bullied (Klein, 2012; Thapa et al., 2013; Stockdale 
et al., 2002) or feel imprisoned in their school (Ferguson, 2000; Noguera, 2008), they tend to 
suffer academically. The NYCDOE domain of safety and respect also includes the promotion of 
group cohesion and mutual respect (Gutmann, 1995; Thapa et al., 2013), which help create a 
positive school climate for students (Conchas & Rodriguez, 2008; Valenzuela, 1999). 
 
Communication. The NYCDOE’s communication domain of school climate focuses on the 
importance of relationships – among students, between students and teachers, between students 
and administrators, and among the teaching faculty itself-–in creating a positive learning and 
teaching environment. Studies have found when this component of school climate is successfully 
addressed by a school it leads to effective risk prevention and health promotion (Center for 
Emotional Education, 2010; Wang, Haertel, & Walberg, 1993/94; Blum, 2005). Moreover, 
Roorda et al. (2011) examined 99 different studies that analyzed the relationship between 
student-teacher relations, student engagement, and academic outcomes; they found that there was 
a consistent link between student-teacher relationships and outcomes.  
A supportive school climate also leads to students feeling more connected to school, and 
this concept of school-connectedness has been shown to lead to higher academic achievement 
(Blum, 2005; McNeely et al., 2002; Whitlock, 2006). Within the field of sociology, the work on 
the nature, quality, and strength of teacher-student relationships, called “social capital” and their 
links to student achievement have provided important contributions in the quest to understand 





2004; Stanton-Salazar, 2001; Suarez-Orozco et al., 2008; Valenzuela, 1999). Other scholars have 
also found a strong link between teachers’ care for their students and student engagement 
(Noddings, 2005). Furthermore, the work by Bryk and Schneider (2002) on the importance of 
“relational trust” between adult school-level actors has shed light on the importance of the socio-
relational processes involved with how, and under what conditions, trusting relationships 
between teachers, parents, and school leaders take hold in a school community, and their positive 
effects on student achievement.  
 
Academic Expectations and Engagement. Finally, the NYCDOE’s domains of academic 
expectations and engagement encompass many teaching and learning elements. Recent research 
in New York City found that high expectations of students by their teachers positively impact 
student achievement (Dobbie & Fryer, 2011). The Center for Emotional Education (2010) found 
that when students feel encouraged to learn, their academic achievement will increase. Hoy et al. 
(2006) reinforced these findings when they uncovered how a school’s “academic optimism,” 
including its expectations for its students, has a positive effect on student outcomes. Lastly, a 
more supportive and positive school climate also has been linked to higher student aspiration and 
higher aspirations are linked to higher achievement (Plucker, 1998). Conversely, low-aspirations 
have been linked to student behavior problems and academic underachievement in school 
(MacLeod, 1987).  
In short, an emerging base of research now exists that documents the importance of 
school climate/school culture/learning environment on student engagement and achievement. 
This quantitative analysis adds evidence for the power of school climate compared to student 





and the significant predictive value of school climate’s four sub-domains related to New York 
City high schools’ academic progress. 
 
Analysis of the NYCDOE Data Set 
My research on New York City high schools, the largest public urban school district in 
the United States (see demographics in Table 2 below), will build off of these works and add to 
the literature on certain school effects and their association with student achievement, 
specifically regarding school climate. School climate is also called “school culture” and 
“learning environment” by some researchers, and, although there is some debate about small 
differences between these concepts (Anderson, 1982), many scholars are comfortable using the 
terms interchangeably (Cohen et al 2011), as I will do in this chapter.  
 
Research Questions 
The analyses presented below address the following research questions: 
1) Do the school climate variables explain more variance in student academic progress 
than the students’ background variables? 
 
a. Do the school climate variables significantly predict student academic 
progress? 
 
b. Do the students’ background characteristics significantly predict student 
academic progress? 
 
2) Do parent, teacher, and student perceptions about a given school’s climate predict 
student academic progress? 
 
3) To what extent do the school climate domains of: 1) safety and respect; 2) academic 








The Data Set 
Introduction 
Every year the New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE) releases data on 
each of its schools to the public. These data include demographic information; parent, student, 
and teacher survey results; and a breakdown of the school-level student achievement data in the 
form of what is called a School Progress Report.11 For this study, I created a data set that 
combined each high school’s (9th through 12th grades) 2010-11 student background 
characteristics; school progress report academic data; and parent, student, and teacher school 
learning environment (or “school climate”) survey data. The school-level progress reports 
provided my dependent variable – school-level student academic progress – while the survey 
data enabled me to determine each school’s “school climate” score that contributed to the 
school’s final grade on the progress report. The data set includes 263 high schools12 and a total of 
1195 student background, achievement, and “school climate” variables. The majority of the 
variables in the data set are school-level disaggregated achievement and school climate variables. 
For this analysis, I focused on several aggregated variables provided by the NYCDOE, which I 
used to create composite variables (described below.)  
 
NYCDOE School Progress Report Methodology  
The New York City Department of Education issues what it terms “Progress Reports” 
annually for each school. These reports are intended to provide a snapshot of a school’s 
performance in five main areas: 1) Student Progress; 2) Student Performance; 3) School 
                                                 
11 The NYCDOE data can be found at: http://schools.nyc.gov/Accountability/data/default.htm  
12 There were originally 371 NYCODE high schools; however, 108 of these schools were too new to have progress 
report scores necessary to be included in our analysis because they were not full sized 9th -12th grade schools yet. 
The 263 schools in the data set represent all of the high schools in the NYCDOE that were complete 9th -12th grade 





Environment; 4) College and Career Readiness; and, 5) Closing the Achievement Gap.13 Because 
the purpose of this analysis is to understand the association between a school’s climate and its 
student academic progress (growth), I will focus on those statistical measures constructed by the 




Student Academic Progress Composite Variable. The Student Academic Progress Composite 
Variable is produced by the NYCDOE each year based on each school’s student credit 
accumulation, Regents’ exam completion rate, and Regents’ pass rate. It is broken down as 
follows:  
Credit Accumulation. There are six components to this measurement: 1) Percentage of 
students earning 10+ credits in year one of high school; 2) Percentage of students earning 
10+ credits in year two of high school; 3) Percentage of students earning 10+ credits in 
year three of high school; 4) Percentage of students in the school’s lowest third earning 
10+ credits in year one of high school; 5) Percentage of students in the school’s lowest 
third earning 10+ credits in year two of high school; and 6) Percentage of students in the 
school’s lowest third earning 10+ credits in year three of high school. Students are 
determined to be in the school’s academic lowest third by the average of their 8th grade 
New York State English Language Arts (ELA) and math exam proficiency ratings. Six of 
the ten credits earned in each year must be earned in the core subject areas of math, 
English Language Arts, social studies, and science. 
 
Average Completion rate for Regents’ Exams. In New York State, high school students 
must pass state exams, called Regents Exams, in order to graduate with the most basic 
type of diploma, termed a Regents Diploma. Students must pass at least one exam with a 
score of 65% in the subjects of English Language Arts, math, U.S. History, Global 
History, and science. This component measures what percentage of students pass Regents 
exams for each cohort within a high school; the cumulative number of exams each cohort 
is expected to have taken and passed increases each year. 
 
                                                 






Weighted Regents’ Pass Rate. The third measure of the Student Academic Progress 
Composite variable incorporates the weighted Regents pass rate for each high school. 
This measure is linked to students’ 8th grade New York State test scores because they are 
highly predictive of high school achievement. If these state exam scores do not exist for a 
given student, demographic factors are used to impute a predicted score. Each student is 
assigned a weight that corresponds to how well they performed on their 8th grade math 
and ELA exams.14 Students who are less likely to pass the Regents exam, based on their 
8th grade exam scores, are awarded more points in this metric when they pass the Regents 
exam.  
 
 The Student Academic Progress variable was chosen as the dependent variable because it 
represents a school’s growth in academic achievement. This progress variable is determined at 
the end of the school year and aggregated by the NYCDOE based on the average growth over the 
school year between each student in the school using the criteria provided above. Measuring 
growth is important in this analysis because it will not bias the data toward schools that, on 
average, achieve at very high or low levels from year to year; instead, the progress variable 
enables schools from all initial achievement levels to be compared equally rather than simply 
examining “pure” achievement. 
 
Independent Variables 
School Climate Composite Variables. My School Climate Composite Variables – 
Student, Teacher, and Parent – come from data collected in the spring of each year by the 
NYCDOE who gives teachers, students, and parents surveys asking about their impressions of 
the school climate of their school. These NYC School Surveys are given in grades six through 
twelve. Average scores for each survey question within a school are determined on a 10-point 
                                                 





scale. Then, the average question scores are used to determine an overall score, on a 10-point 
scale, for each domain. There are four domains of questions within these surveys:15 
Academic Expectations. Measures the degree to which the adults in a school encourage 
students to do their best and develop rigorous academic goals. Survey questions include: 
Parent: 1) How satisfied are you with the quality of your child’s teacher(s) this 
year? 2) How satisfied are you with the education your child has received 
this year? 
 
Teacher: 1) The principal places the learning needs of children ahead of other 
interests; 2) Teachers in this school set high standards for student work in 
their classes. 
 
Student: 1) My teachers encourage me to succeed; 2) My school helps me develop 
challenging academic goals. 
 
Communication. Measures the degree to which adults in a school communicate 
educational goals, requirements, and provide feedback to students regarding their 
learning outcomes. Survey questions include: 
Parent: How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements about 
your child’s school or teacher? 1) The school clearly communicates its 
expectations for my child’s learning to me and my child; 2) My child’s 
teacher(s) give helpful comments on class work and tests. 
 
Teacher: 1) School leaders communicate a clear vision for this school; 2) School 
leaders let staff know what is expected of them. 
 
Student: 1) Most of the teachers, counselors, school leaders, and other adults I 
see at school every day know my name or who I am; 2) On a scale of 1 
to 4, how comfortable are you talking to teachers and other adults at 
your school about: a problem you are having in class? 
 
Engagement. Measures the degree to which the adults in a school involve students, 
parents, and educators in the education of the students. Survey questions include: 
                                                 






Parent: 1) I feel welcome in my child’s school; 2) My child’s schools offers a 
wide enough variety of courses and activities to keep my child interested 
in school. 
 
Teacher: 1) Students with disabilities are included in all school activities; 2) 
School leaders encourage collaboration among teachers. 
 
Student: 1) I feel welcome in my school; 2) The adults at my school look out for 
me. 
 
Safety and Respect. Measures the degree to which students feel safe and respected in the 
school. Survey questions include: 
Parent: 1) My child is safe at school; 2) Discipline is enforced fairly at my child’s 
school. 
 
Teacher: 1) Teachers in my school trust each other; 2) Crime and violence are a 
problem in my school. 
 
Student: 1) Teachers in my school treat students with respect; 2) Adults in my 
school treat each other with respect. 
 
 The School Climate Composite variable is constructed out of these four areas of a 
school’s environment; but it is disaggregated for teachers, students, and parents. The teacher, 
student, and parent surveys align to these four categories, but the questions on teacher, student, 
and parent surveys differ, as seen above.  
I began my analysis of the “school climate” variables by evaluating the correlation 
between the NYCDOE-created, domain-specific environment scales (safety and respect, 
engagement, academic expectations, and communications) for each of the three NYC Survey 
groups – parent, teacher, and student. After determining there was a strong correlation between 
these scales, with a correlation above .700 for each combination of variables (see Table 1), I did 





scales for each survey group into one school climate composite variable.16 In doing so, I had a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .983 for the “Teacher School Climate” variable; a Cronbach’s alpha of .985 
for the “Student School Climate” variable, and a Cronbach’s alpha of .982 for the “Parent School 
Climate” variable. Finally, I ran correlations between the parent, teacher, and student “school 
climate” composites to ensure the uniqueness of the scales and guard against multi-collinearity, 
which can be seen in Table 1. Once verifying their uniqueness, I had three “school climate” scale 
variables: 1) Student school climate; 2) Parent school climate; and 3) Teacher school climate.  
Student Background Variables. For the Student Background Variables I used all of the 
student background variables provided by the NYCDOE in the Progress Reports, demographic 
statistics for schools, and information about school selectivity. These variables were aggregated 
at the school-level and were given as percentages of a particular school’s student body. They are: 
1) Percent receiving free and reduced priced lunch; 2) Percent of students who are Black or 
Latina/o; 3) Percent that is male; 4) Percent of students categorized as special education; 5) 
Percent of English Language Learners (ELL); 6) Student body average for 8th grade math and 
English Language Arts combined scores on the New York State standardized exams; 7) Whether 
a school selects students or not; and 8) The overall school enrollment. I centered the free and 
reduced priced lunch variable and set the school enrollment variable on a scale of 100 for the 
purposes of presenting the data. 
 
Steps of Analysis 
Descriptive Statistics 
                                                 
16 While there was a high correlation between the domain-specific scales, I decided to use these individualized scales 
to compare each domain across the three survey groups (parent, teacher, and student.) For example, I compared the 
parent, teacher, and student perception of safety and respect; these three scales were not collinear when compared 





Using SPSS for all analyses, I first ran descriptive statistics for all variables, both 
dependent and independent, which can be found in Table 2. They were: 1) Student academic 
progress; 2) Student, parent, and teacher school climate scale score; 3) The disaggregated school-
level engagement, safety and respect, academic expectations, and communication variables by 
student, parent, and teacher; and 4) The school-level student background variables of free and 
reduced priced lunch, total enrollment, % English Language Learners, % special education, % 
Black and Hispanic, % male, and 8th grade math plus English Language Arts (ELA) scores. 
 
Ordinary Least Squares Regression Analyses17 
All High School, School Climate Scale Regressions. In order to answer research questions 
#1 and #2, I ran four different Ordinary Least Squares regression models to determine the 
relationship between school climate and academic progress. The first regression analyzed the 
parent, teacher, and student school climate scales (all centered) in relation to student academic 
progress in all NYCDOE high schools. The second regression analyzed each of the student 
background variables in relation to student progress. This enabled me to compare the adjusted R-
squares of each of these two models to determine which sets of variables could explain a greater 
degree of variance in the dependent variable. The third regression was nested, combining the 
“school climate” and “student background” variables – models one and two – into one larger 
model to determine the significance of each variable when controlling for a more comprehensive 
list of variables that might predict student academic progress. The results for all three school 
climate regressions are presented in Table 3. 
                                                 
17 Because of the limitations in our dataset, where each variable was a Level 2 (school-level) variable, I was only 
able to conduct an Ordinary Least Squares regression analysis. Hierarchical Linear Modeling would have provided a 
more sophisticated analysis of my research questions, but it was not possible since the NYCDOE did not provide 






Table 1: Correlation Matrix for Variables Used in Analysis of New York City Department of Education School Climate and Academic 














            




1.00            
3 Teacher School 
Climate 
.355** .350** 1.00           
4 Parent School Climate .419** .580** .269** 1.00          
5 8th Grade Math-ELA 
Scores 
.275** .345** .145* .051 1.00         
6 % Free & Reduced 
Lunch 
-.044 -.159* -.111 .156* -.698** 1.00        
7 % Male 
 
-.128* -.079 .024 -.017 -.131* .059 1.00       
8 % English Language 
Learner 
.187** .278** .049 .205** -.418** .349** .090 1.00      
9 % Special Education 
Student 
-.358** -.412** -.073 -.144* -.544** .326** .166** -.412** 1.00     
10 % Black/Hispanic 
Students 
-.268** -.411** -.222** .040 -.761** .690** -.008 -.009 .538** 1.00    
11 Total Enrollment 
 
-.131* -.071 .104 -.410** .320** -.434** .093 -.084 -.176** -.517** 1.00   
12 Screened High School  .168** .141* .033 -.014 .181** -.137* .040 .275** -.409** -.272** .177** 1.00  
13 Test/Audition High 
School 





Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for All NYCDOE High Schools, 2010-2011. 
      
 N Median Mean SD Range 
Dependent Variable      
HS Academic Progress 263 35.20 35.34 7.89 48 
Independent Variables      
Parent School Climate 263 7.76 7.76 0.54 3.46 
Teacher School Climate 263 7.08 7.04 0.87 4.75 
Student School Climate 262 6.54 6.62 0.53 3.38 
% Free and Reduced Lunch 261 78.60 73.34 17.55 82.00 
Total Enrollment 261 461.00 936.43 1017.73 4940 
% English Language Learners 255 7.66 14.63 20.77 92.00 
% Special Education Students 261 14.11 13.64 6.77 29.91 
% Black/Hispanic Students 261 93.51 80.57 24.09 95.92 
% Male 261 49.55 49.54 13.72 100.00 
8th Grade Math-ELA Scores 263 2.56 2.67 0.38 2.07 
% Non-Selective HS 263 60.50 60.50   
% Screened HS 263 28.50 28.50   
% Test/Audition HS 263 11.00 11.00   
Domain Specific Independent Variables      
Parent Engagement 263 7.49 7.51 0.52 3.36 
Teacher Engagement 263 7.02 6.98 0.93 5.66 
Student Engagement 262 6.49 6.56 0.57 3.70 
Parent Safety and Respect 263 8.19 8.10 0.65 4.14 
Teacher Safety and Respect 263 7.18 7.13 0.85 3.98 
Student Safety and Respect 262 6.55 14.48 0.70 3.84 
Parent Communication 263 7.58 7.57 0.56 3.38 
Teacher Communication 263 6.55 6.52 1.06 6.35 
Student Communication 262 5.93 6.00 0.50 3.63 
Parent Academic Expectations 263 7.75 7.76 0.54 3.03 
Teacher Academic Expectations 263 7.55 7.53 0.86 4.35 
Student Academic Expectations 262 7.33 7.38 0.44 2.70 
 
Disaggregated School Climate Domain Regressions. Lastly, in order to investigate research 
question #3 – how the four domains of school climate individually interact with student 
academic progress – I ran four more Ordinary Least Squares regressions where I looked at the 
relationship between each of the four domains of school climate and academic progress for all 








All NYCDOE High Schools. As seen in Table 2 above, for all 263 NYCDOE high 
schools, the median for the dependent variable – student academic progress – was 35.20 (out of 
60). When looking at the “school climate” variables for all high schools, median scores for 
parents were the highest (7.76), followed by teachers (7.08), and then by students (6.54). As 
well, for every domain of the school climate scales – engagement, safety and respect, 
communication, and academic expectations – parents retained the highest median, followed by 
teachers, and then students. 
The median composition for all NYCDOE high schools demonstrates the effects of race 
and class-based segregation within NYC’s school system (Kasinitz et al., 2008). According to 
the median, 78.60% of students in each school had free or reduced priced lunches, 7.66% of 
students were English Language Learners (ELL), 14.11% of students were in special education 
(SPED), 93.51% were Black and Hispanic, 49.55% are male, and the median 8th grade Math-
ELA score was 2.56 (out of 4). The median enrollment for each school was 461, which accounts 
for some schools that were larger than 5000 students and others that had only a couple hundred 
students. Lastly, 60.50% of the schools were non-selective, 28.50% had screened enrollment 
(usually by grade point, test scores, or neighborhood), and 11% were test/audition high schools. 
 
Regressions for All NYCDOE High Schools 
As one can see in Table 3, Model 1 examines how student, teacher, and parent “school 





each variable was significant in a positive direction, with the parent school climate scale being 
the strongest predictor, followed by teacher, and then student.  
 
Table 3. Linear Regression Models Predicting Student Academic Progress in All New 
York City Department of Education High Schools 
All NYCDOE High Schools Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  








“School Climate” Variables       
Student School Climate 3.314** 
(1.065) 
.216   .180 
(1.207) 
.012 









Teacher School Climate 2.002*** 
(.524) 
.220   2.264*** 
(.510) 
.249 
“Student Background” Variables       































(Factor of 100) 





Screened High Schools 
(Ref. Un-Screened HS) 






Test/Audition High Schools 
(Ref. Un-Screened HS) 





N 254  254  254  
R2 .343  .312  .324  
Note: Standardized errors are in parentheses.  







Counter to the findings of Coleman et al. (1966), Model 2, which had only the student 
background characteristics as predictors, demonstrates that “school climate” variables explain 
more of the variance in student academic progress than “student background variables,” as 
Model 2 only had an R-squared of .231. My findings, and recent studies by Hoy et. al. (2006), 
Gamoran and Long (2006), Bryk and Schneider (2002), and Borman and Dowling (2010) 
demonstrate the strong role that a school’s climate plays in student achievement. 
In Model 2 of Table 3, enrollment was highly significant, confirming what proponents of 
the small schools movement in New York City argue, that the smaller the school, the better 
students will progress academically (Bartlett & Garcia, 2010). This model also found that the 
better the 8th grade Math-ELA scores, the better students progressed academically; this is the 
strongest predictor in Model 2 of Table 3. Moreover, the model found that the higher percent free 
and reduced priced lunches and percent ELL a school had, the greater the student academic 
progress. Each of these explanatory variables was significant while the remaining variables were 
not significant.  
When I combined the school climate and student background variables in Model 3 of 
Table 3, the student school climate scale was no longer significant and only total enrollment and 
free and reduced priced lunch were significant student background variables. Also, 8th grade 
Math-ELA scores, which had a strong predictor in Model 2 was no longer significant. This 
suggests that, when controlling for the three school climate scales, where a student entered high 
school academically did not predict how he or she would progress academically throughout high 
school. Additionally, teacher and parent school climate scales were stronger predictors of 
academic progress than the student background variables, with the teacher’s perception of school 





correlation between school context, teacher satisfaction and retention, and student achievement 
(Johnson, Kraft, & Papay, 2012). 
 
Regressions for Domain-Specific School Climate Scales 
The following Ordinary Least Squares regressions isolate analysis to each school climate 
domain: Safety and Respect; Engagement; Communication; and Academic Expectations. All 
data are represented in Table 4, with domain-specific variables used for parent, teacher, and 
student survey variables. For instance, under Model 1 – Safety & Respect – when it says Parent 
under “School Climate” variables, it refers to the Parent Safety & Respect variable. 
Safety and Respect. When isolating the analysis to the safety and respect “school climate” 
variables in Table 4, Model 1’s findings were consistent with the all NYCDOE high school 
findings for the “school climate” scale. In Model 1, parents’ perception of safety and respect – 
which included 10 questions like how safe they feel their students are at the school, how much 
they are bullied, and how disrespectful the staff is to its students – followed by teachers’ 
perceptions – which included 16 questions like trust between teachers and teachers treating 
students with respect – were the two greatest predictors of student academic progress while total 
enrollment was the only “student background” variable that was predictive. In comparison to the 
three other domain regressions, safety and respect explained the second most variance in student 
academic progress. 
Engagement. When isolating the analysis to the engagement “school climate” variables in 
Table 4, Model 2’s findings varied somewhat from the findings for safety and respect. In Model 
2, teachers’ perception of engagement – including 13 questions like professional development 
for teachers and feeling supported by the administration – was the greatest “school climate” 





Table 4. Linear Regression Models Predicting Student Academic Progress Based on the Four Domains of 
School Climate in New York City Department of Education High Schools 








All NYCDOE High Schools Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4  
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N 254  254  254  254  
R2 .343  .312  .324  .352  
Note: Standardized errors are in parentheses.  
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001; Ϯ Variable has been centered 
 
 
included seven questions like parents feeling welcome in the school and the variety of course 
offerings for their children. For the “student background” variables, total enrollment was the 





comparison to the three other domain regressions, engagement explained the fourth most 
variance in student academic progress. 
Communication. When isolating the analysis to the communication “school climate” 
variables in Table 4, Model 3’s findings shared similar components to both the findings for 
safety and respect and engagement. In Model 3, like with the safety and respect model, for the 
“school climate” variables, parents’ perception of communication – including 10 questions like a 
school’s communication of academic expectations and student progress – followed by teachers’ 
perceptions – including 10 questions like a teacher’s trust in the principal and how well they 
communicate with parents – predicted student academic progress. Similar to the engagement 
model, for the “student background” variables, total enrollment was the model’s strongest 
predictor and free and reduced priced lunch was also a significant predictor. In comparison to the 
three other domain regressions, engagement explained the third most variance in student 
academic progress. 
Academic Expectations. When isolating the analysis to the academic expectations “school 
climate” variables in Table 4, Model 4’s findings were similar to the findings for engagement. In 
Model 1, teachers’ perception of engagement – including 13 questions like schools having high 
expectations for students and school leaders emphasizing quality teaching – was the greatest 
“school climate” predictor of student academic progress, followed by parents’ perception of 
engagement, which included six questions like the school having high expectations for their 
children and the quality of their children’s teachers. For the “student background” variables, total 
enrollment was the model’s strongest predictor and free and reduced priced lunch was also a 





explained the most variance in student academic progress. This demonstrated that the rigor and 
expectations within a school were the greatest predictors in NYC high schools. 
 
Discussion 
The NYCDOE data set analysis research questions were: 1) Do the school climate 
variables of parent, teacher, and/or student perceptions of a school’s school climate explain more 
variance in student academic progress than the students’ background variables? Does the overall 
school climate of a school significantly predict student academic progress? Do the students’ 
background characteristics significantly predict student academic progress?; 2) Do parent, 
teacher, and student perceptions about a given school’s climate predict student academic 
progress?; and 3) Do the school climate domains of safety and respect; academic expectations; 
communication; and engagement separately predict student academic progress? Through the 
results, one can see that the school climate variables did explain more of the variance in 
academic progress than student background characteristics (including free and reduced price 
lunch status), both school climate and students’ background characteristics do predict academic 
achievement, and all four school climate domains separately predict academic progress. 
These findings support previous research, which found that there is a direct relationship 
between school climate and academic achievement (Hoy, Hannun, & Tschannen-Moran, 1998; 
Sherblom, Marshall, & Sherblom, 2006; Thapa et al., 2013). What these results add to this 
research is first highlighting how the school climate variables explain greater variance in 
academic growth than student background variables and, when these variables are combined into 
one model, the school climate variables have a greater effect on academic growth than all student 





Such findings challenge Coleman (1966) who argued that student background 
characteristics outweighed with-in school factors. The only two “student background” variables 
that were significant in relation to academic growth were a school’s enrollment and the students’ 
status with free and reduced priced lunch; and, of those two variables, only a school’s total 
enrollment was consistently significant across the models (as seen in Table 3, Model 3 and Table 
4, Models 1-4.). This finding on school size supports the research on the benefits of small 
schools in New York City (Abdulkadiroglu, Hu, & Pathak, 2013; Bloom & Unterman, 2013). As 
well, the findings point to the importance of teachers’ perceptions of school climate, which (as 
seen in Table 3, Model 3) is the most predictive of academic growth. It is also essential to note 
that both parent and teacher perceptions of school climate were significant while, interestingly, 
student perceptions of school climate were not; this can potentially be explained by a high 
correlation between parent and student perceptions of school climate. Lastly, the findings add to 
the literature by determining that all four domain-specific elements of school climate 
individually explained a high level of variance in academic growth.  
 
Conclusion for NYCDOE Data Set 
While this study only examines New York City public high schools – which combined, 
educate over 200,000 students – it points to three significant findings that could pertain to 
schools nationwide: 1) A school’s climate has a significant relationship with how well students 
progress academically; 2) The school climate domains of safety and respect, communication, 
engagement, and academic expectations (as reported by teachers and parents) within a school can 
help predict student achievement; and 3) School climate variables explain more variance in 





 These same findings were put to the test when I subsequently analyzed the ELS:2002 
data set using similar variables and research questions. 
 
Literature Review for Analyses of ELS:2002 Data Set  
To retain as much consistency between the analysis of the NYCDOE data set and the 
ELS:2002 data set, I used the National School Climate Center (NSCC) to contextualize school 
climate when creating the independent variables: 1) Safety; 2) Relationships; 3) Teaching and 
learning; 4) Institutional environment; and 5) School climate, the process of school improvement 
(Thapa et al. 2012). Therefore, the literature to support this analysis is similar to the literature 
that grounded the NYCDOE analyses discussed above. However, since the ELS:2002 data 
enables the use of multilevel analysis, it is important to frame the relationship between school 
climate and academic achievement in that context. 
Fan et al. (2011) used a multilevel analysis of the ELS:2002 to examine the effects of 
social and academic risk factors on school climate. In their study, they found that individual level 
predictors like gender, ethnicity, parental education, being held back in school, and behavior 
problems in school have a significant effect on school climate while the type of school (like 
Catholic or Private) does as well (Fan et al., 2011). These findings demonstrate the dynamic 
nature of school climate and how cross-level effects and interactions can significantly affect both 
the school climate and academic outcomes as a result. Ripski and Gregory (2009) also used the 
ELS:2002 to link individual perceptions of victimization and school-wide hostility to academic 
achievement and performance. While both are important studies of school climate, they both 
failed to link more holistic measurements of school climate to academic success. Fan et al. 





not examine those perceptions’ effects on the students’ academic success. Ripski and Gregory 
(2009), despite examining academic success, defined school climate too narrowly. 
To build upon this literature, using a multilevel analysis of the ELS:2002, I examined the 
effects of school climate (and other explanatory variables) on academic achievement.  
 
Data and Research Methods 
 
This analysis used the Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS:2002). The study 
surveyed a nationally representative cohort of students beginning in their sophomore year of high 
school. The second wave was taken two years later when the students were seniors in high 
school. There is additionally a third wave taken in 2006 after students finished or left high 
school. Since the goal of this analysis was to evaluate the effect of school climate – at both the 
individual and school level – on students’ academic success in high school, survey data collected 
during the 2002 wave was the focus of analysis since this was the only year where both reading 
and math test scores were included in the data. This data set was specifically chosen for its: 
nationwide scope, focus on high school students in a longitudinal capacity, and the diversity of 
variables examining multiple facets of school culture.  
 The sample size for this analysis was 16,258 participants whose standardized math scores 
ranged from 19.38 to 86.68 and whose standardized reading scores ranged from 22.57 to 78.76 
(See Table 5). The sample consisted of 7,767 men and 8,491 women. White students represented 
approximately 56.60 percent of the sample, Blacks 13.38 percent, Hispanics 19.57 percent, 
Asians 9.59 percent, and American Indians .86 percent (See Table 7). These percentages were 
consistent with those of the national population as reported in the 2000 Census.18  
 






Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Variables in ELS:2002 Analysis 
 
Dependent Variable N Range Median Mean ± SD 





50.79 50.66± 9.92 









The ELS:2002 surveyed students, administrators, teachers, and parents in each wave of the 
survey. The student questionnaire provided valuable information on students’ perceptions of the 
school climate within their schools while the administrator questionnaire supplied additional 
aggregate information about the school in which the respective student attended. As a result, the 
ELS:2002 lent itself to a hierarchical linear model. This analysis thus tracked students’ academic 
success by parsing out the different levels that contribute to students’ test scores. Using a 
hierarchical linear model to evaluate the individual and school-level variables allowed for greater 
precision in measuring error and deviance terms, thereby allowing for more effective 
measurements of independent variables’ predictability of academic success (Raudenbush & 
Bryk, 2002; Luke, 2004). This analysis also utilized multiple imputations using multivariate 
normal regression from STATA 12 to manage missing data. Unlike mean imputation methods, 
such as imputing using a simple regression, multiple imputations addressed the problem of 
overstating confidence intervals by adding randomness (Allison, 2002; Little & Rubin, 2002).  
Previous studies of school climate using the ELS:2002 have not looked at the relationship 
between school climate and academic achievement. Fan et al. (2011) examined predictors of 





Figure 2. Conceptual Model of School Climate and Academic Achievement19 
 
































Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Variables 
 
 
fairness of school rules. Ripski and Gregory (2009) looked at academic success based on 
measurements of unfairness, hostility, and victimization. 
                                                 
19 This conceptual model demonstrates how student-level variables have a greater effect on standardized test scores 
than school-level variables, as represented by the darker lines. 
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Using NSCC’s model for school climate, I include measurements of school safety, 
student learning environment, institutional safety, and institutional learning environment (related 
to school facilities). Because of the variables available in the data set, it was not possible to 
recreate the same four domains from the NYCDOE data set; however, these variables are a close 
approximation to the NYCDOE variables, as each can be contextualized within the NSCC 
definition of school climate. 
 
Variables 
 The dependent variables in this analysis were the standardized math and reading scores 
taken during the students’ sophomore year. (I would have preferred academic growth variables 
for the dependent variables; however, they did not exist in the ELS:2002 data set.) In order to 
measure each component of school climate, four composites were created (two at the individual-
level and two at the school-level). Individual-level composites were based on students’ 
perceptions, while school-level composites were based on the aggregate data gathered from the 
administrative questionnaire. 
Individual-level measurements of school climate included school safety and learning 
environment. The school safety composite consisted of seven items including students’ 
perceptions of their safety in school, enforcement (or the lack) of rules, and the fairness of school 
rules. The student learning environment composite consisted of nine items including perceptions 
of school spirit, teachers’ expectations for success in school, whether teaching is good, and how 
challenging/interesting classes are. There was high internal reliability within each composite 





4-point Likert-type scale (1= disagree a lot; 2= disagree somewhat; 3=agree somewhat; 4=agree 
a lot).  
School-level measurements of school climate focused on institutional school safety 
enforcement and institutional learning environment. The institutional school safety enforcement 
variable consisted of eight items measuring the strictness of rules in institutions. These included 
the enforcement of random metal detector checks, requirement of wearing badges/picture ID, use 
of paid security, and use of security cameras. This composite was measured on a 2-point scale 
(0=no; 1=yes). Institutional learning environment consisted of eleven items and measured 
whether the conditions of school facilities hindered learning. This is measured on a 4-point 
Likert-type scale; higher scores meant facilities hindered academic achievement more often. 
Again, there was high internal consistency within each composite with Cronbach’s alphas of .70 
and .90, respectively. 
This analysis also added other individual and school-level variables in order to control for 
additional influences on academic success. At the individual-level, students’ gender, race, family 
composition (two biological parents, at least two parents/guardians, and less than two parents), 
and educational track (general, college, or vocational tracks) were controlled for. Most of the 
students were on the college track (54.76%) and had two biological parents (59.16%).  
School-level controls included percentage of special education and English Language 
Learners in school, percent of students in remedial reading or remedial math, percentage of full-
time teachers certified, school type (public, catholic, or private), and school urbanicity (urban, 
suburban, or rural). A majority of the schools (78.72%) in the sample were public. A plurality of 
the schools were suburban (47.93%), while there were almost twice as many urban schools 





Table 6. Descriptive Statistics for Continuous Variables  
 









School Climate Composites    




2.33 2.36± 0.44 
School-Level Variables 








% English Language 
Learners 
16,258 
1 3.90± 7.57 
% Remedial Math-Reading 16,258 3 5.20± 7.01 
% Full-Time Teachers 
Certified 
16,258 
100 91.72±1 9.08 
School Climate Composites    





















Table 7. Descriptive Statistics for Categorical Variables 









Catholic 16,258 12.23 







Suburban 16,258 47.93 
Rural 16,258 18.16 










Asian 16,258 9.59 
Black 16,258 13.38 
Hispanic 16,258 19.57 










































Plan of Analysis 
 A hierarchical linear model (HLM) was used to address the multilevel components of the 
analysis. Two nested HLM regressions were run, one for each of the dependent variables. Each 
regression consisted of five models. The first model is the null model, which only included the 
randomized intercept. From this null model, one can measure the amount of variance in the 
dependent variable that is associated with school-level variables. To the null model, parental 
socioeconomic status (SES) were added as both fixed and randomized effects. This allowed one 
to observe the effect of varying SES scores across schools. The other individual-level fixed 
effects were added to Model 3 and the school-level fixed effects were added to Model 4. Finally, 
a cross-level interaction variable between SES score and institutional learning environment was 
added to Model 5. The cross-level variable is important because it is where the interactions 




 In predicting standardized math test scores in 2002 (Table 8), based on the null model, 
the intra-class coefficient (ICC) was .1855, which means at least 18 percent of the variance in the 
math scores was associated with school-level variables. This justified the inclusion of school-
level variables in the study. The log likelihoods increased significantly from Model 1 to Model 5, 
indicating that each subsequent model improved the fit with the data. Parental SES, race, gender, 
family composition, and student academic tracks all proved to be statistically significant 
predictors of standardized math test scores during the students’ sophomore year of high school. 





higher math test scores. A statistically significant variance on the randomized-slope for parental 
SES also demonstrated that different levels of parental SES of a school impact a student’s 
standardized math score. Because the randomized slope was positive, we can infer that higher 
parental SES positively impacts a students’ standardized math score, but that impact lessens in 
schools with lower parental SES averages across the student population. 
The models also predicted White students to perform better than Black, Hispanic, and 
American Indian students. However, Asian students were not predicted to perform better than 
White students until school-level variables were controlled for. Students with two biological 
parents scored better than their counterparts with less than two parents or at least two 
parents/guardians (where both parents were not biological). College-track students, which 
comprised of a majority of the sample, were predicted to score higher than students in the 
general track or vocational track. Of the individual-level school climate measurements, student 
safety and student learning environment were statistically significant. Students with positive 
perceptions of their learning environment were predicted to score higher than their peers. 
Likewise, students with higher perceptions of school safety performed better than those who felt 
more unsafe.  
With all of the other variables controlled for, school type did not prove to be a 
statistically significant predictor for students' math test scores in 2002. However, suburban 
school students performed better than urban and rural students. Students attending schools with 
higher percentages of special education or English Language Learning students performed worse 
on average. Similarly, students from schools with higher percentage of students in remedial math 
and reading performed worse. Conversely, more certified full-time teachers in a school benefited 





climate variables, the models predicted students to perform worse in schools with stricter safety 
enforcement and worse facilities. The cross-level interaction between SES and institutional 
surveillance was statistically significant. We found the effect of parental SES on standardized 
math scores is significantly higher in schools with more school surveillance. Additionally, both 
cross-level interaction effects between the student-level school climate variables and institutional 
surveillance were statistically significant. The model showed that greater institutional 
surveillance dramatically decreased the effect of students' perception of safety and learning 
environment on the standardized math scores.  
 
Reading Achievement 
 Like the standardized math tests, most individual-level variables in the reading 
achievement regression were statistically significant in predicting standardized reading scores for 
the base year. According to the ICC (=.1854) of the null model, approximately 18.5 percent of 
the variance was associated with the school-level variables. The improvement in log likelihoods 
from Models 1 to 5 and the decrease in the variance of the residuals inform us that our full model 
improved the fit with the data. 
Once again, students’ reading scores benefited from higher parental SES. The 
randomized slope for parental SES was also statistically significant for reading scores, 
suggesting that the impact of parental SES on students' scores is affected by school level 
variables. White students were predicted to score better than all four other racial groups and male 
students were predicted to score, on average, at least 1.1 points lower than their female 
counterparts. Students with two biological parents, again, scored higher than students without 
two biological parents. As well, college-track students were predicted to score better than 





Table 8: Models based on HLM Regression of School Level Effects Predicting Students’ Standardized Math Test Scores in 2002 (Standard Errors in Parentheses) 
+p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001; ^ = centered variable  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Fixed effects      








Race (Ref. White)      






























Family composition  
(Ref. 2 Biological Parents) 
     












Student school program  
(Ref. College Track) 
     






Vocational, technical, or business 
track 


























Type of school (Ref. Public schools)      








Urbanicity (Ref. Suburban)      








Percent of school in remedial math-
reading^ 
















Parental SES X Institutional Surveillance     3.122*** 
(.864) 
Student learning environment X 
Institutional Surveillance 
    -1.755* 
(.748) 
Student safety X Institutional 
Surveillance 
    -2.087** 
(.771) 










      
Random effects (variance components)     





























      
Log Likelihood -62993.889 -62006.894 -60989.780 -60914.195 -60903.977 
Number of respondents 17,455 17,455 17,455 17,455 17,455 





Table 9: Models based on HLM Regression of School Level Effects Predicting Students’ Standardized Reading Test Scores in 2002 (Standard Errors in Parentheses) 
+p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001; ^ = centered variable  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
Fixed effects      








Race (Ref. White)      






























Family composition  
(Ref. 2 Biological Parents) 
     












Student school program  
(Ref. College Track) 
     






Vocational, technical, or business 
track 


























Type of school (Ref. Public schools)      








Urbanicity (Ref. Suburban)      








Percent of school in remedial math-
reading^ 
















Parental SES X Institutional Surveillance     2.191* 
(.892) 
Student learning environment X 
Institutional surveillance 
    -1.826* 
(.756) 
Student safety X Institutional 
surveillance 












      
Random effects (variance components)     





























      
Log Likelihood -62899.890 -62035.853 -61196.734 -61108.541 -61105.811 
Number of respondents 17,455 17,455 17,455 17,455 17,455 





scores, students’ perceptions of school safety and of their learning environment were significant 
in improving their reading test scores.  
At the school level, like the 2002 math test scores model, students in schools with higher 
percentage of students in special education, as English Language Learners, or in remedial math 
or reading scored lower. Students scored, on average, higher in schools that hired more certified 
full-time teachers. Catholic students were predicted to perform better than public school students. 
Although institutional safety was not a statistically significant predictor in the model, worse 
institutional learning environment affected students' reading scores negatively. Finally, a 
significant cross-level interaction effect between parental SES and institutional surveillance 
suggested that parental SES became more important in determining higher school outcomes in 
schools with more surveillance. Institutional surveillance, once again, had a negative impact on 
student-level school climate variables in the cross-level interaction effects. Greater institutional 
surveillance diminished the positive effect that improved student learning would have on 
students' standardized reading test scores. Interestingly, our model did not find institutional 
surveillance to have any effect on students' perception of safety in the cross-level interaction. 
  
Discussion of ELS:2002 Data Set Findings 
These findings confirm the research about the prevalence of educational inequalities 
across American schools and point to the salience of student perception of school climate and the 
institutional learning environment in predicting academic achievement. Consistent with the 
findings of the NSCC, the student learning environment composite variable is a highly 
significant predictor of academic success in both reading and math test scores. As I found, the 





Sociologically and psychologically this makes sense. As students feel supported and encouraged 
to excel by their peers, teachers, and parents, they are more likely to enjoy their school. If such 
an environment has been established and made a priority by the adults within the school and 
community, it will likely be a place with less racism, gang activities, and fights, resulting in 
students feeling safe. Then, when students feel encouraged, they will perform well on exams. A 
perfect example of this phenomenon came through Jane Lynch’s blue eye/brown eye experiment 
where she treated students differently based on the color of their eyes, and in every instance 
where one group was treated better by their teacher and peers, they performed better on their 
assessments (PBS Frontline 1985). 
Additionally, also consistent with the literature, I found that higher students’ perceptions 
of safety were associated with higher standardized test scores. Advocates for increasing school 
safety have called for policy changes to reduce bullying in schools and fostering more supportive 
educational communities for students to thrive in (Farrington & Ttofi, 2010; Olweus, 1993). As 
the hierarchical linear models show, improving institutional surveillance does not achieve this 
goal. Rather, students performed worse with an increase in prison-like conditions – such as 
amount of security presence, metal detectors, or the use of surveillance cameras – in their 
schools. This phenomenon is often referred to as the school-to-prison pipeline, where the safety 
enforcement rules make the environment of a school like a prison. Within the pipeline, students 
feel imprisoned in their school by going through metal detectors daily or being subject to drug 
sniffing dogs, which does not instill a motivation to excel academically for the students (Tuzzolo 
& Hewitt, 2006/7). Moreover, the focus on criminalization within schools often results in the 





(Hirschfield, 2008). And, as Skiba et al. (2003) found, “As the statewide rate of school 
suspension increases, average achievement scores decline” (p. 17).  
The implications of these cross-level interactions are very telling. When one examines 
the interaction between institutional surveillance and student learning environment (in Table 8), 
one finds that the more securitized a school may be, the less helpful a positive learning 
environment will be on school outcomes. Such a finding should signal to schools the real, 
negative effects increasing surveillance can have on students – not just in terms of its own 
effects, but the multiplicative effect it has in lessening the positive impact of positive student 
learning environments on academic outcomes.  
One might argue though that if there is increased surveillance, students will feel safer; 
and if students feel safer, they will perform better. However, the second cross-level interaction 
between institutional surveillance and students’ perceptions of school safety further confirms the 
negative effects of institutional surveillance. This finding that increased institutional surveillance 
does not actually improve perceptions of student safety – and may even negatively impact it – 
reinforces how schools should focus their energies on improving student perceptions of the 
learning environment and safety without using increased surveillance as a tool to do so.  
 
Concluding Thoughts and the Findings from the NYCDOE and ELS:2002 Data Sets 
School climate is a critical factor in student academic achievement. As I demonstrate 
through both studies, the sooner schools focus on creating these types of climates – that students 
perceive as safe, encouraging, challenging, and empowering – the better students will perform in 
school. There is a clear link in New York City high schools and schools nationally between a 





Therefore, the next step is to determine what changes to teacher preparation can help new 
teachers learn how to create positive learning environments in their classrooms and schools. The 









Introduction to the Quasi-Experimental Qualitative Case Study at Public University 
 
The quasi-experimental qualitative case study at Public University in New York City 
examined the impact that classroom management coursework has on pre-service teachers’ ability 
to implement classroom management strategies and create positive learning environments as new 
teachers. The study involved data collection and analysis of two separate, graduate-level, pre-
service social studies education methods courses at Public University: one that incorporated 
classroom management coursework (experimental) and one that did not (control). The course 
that did not include classroom management strategies and coursework was taught using the pre-
existing syllabus used by the professor and the course that included classroom management 
content used a new syllabus that weaved classroom management strategies and literature into the 
syllabus; that syllabus was created collaboratively between Professor Gold and myself. The 
study also followed a select group of students from each section into their student teaching 
experience and student teaching seminar. Students were selected based on their decision to 
student teach the semester after their Methods II course, which resulted in seven students from 
each cohort. 
With both the control and experimental cohorts, questionnaires were given near the 
beginning and near the end of class. These questionnaires assessed the students’ thoughts about 
the methods course, their fears about teaching, how prepared they felt to implement classroom 
management strategies based on the coursework, and how effectively they felt they could 
implement classroom management strategies and create positive learning environments during 





who consented in each cohort, the seven consenting students participated in interviews during 
their methods course and student teaching experience to understand in greater depth the students’ 
fears, successes, and failures surrounding classroom management implementation. Students were 
interviewed at three junctures of their pre-service training: 1) At the conclusion of their Methods 
II course; 2) One month into their student teaching; and 3) At the conclusion of their student 
teaching. Finally, the cooperating teachers of each student teacher were interviewed to provide 
their assessment of their student teacher’s classroom management skills.  
Participants were recruited from a pool of students enrolled in Adolescent Social Studies 
Methods II, a graduate teacher education course offered through Public University that prepares 
7th through 12th grade social studies teachers. Enrolled students were provided access to the 
course syllabus, via Blackboard, prior to the start of the term. The classroom management 
content was included in the syllabus for the experimental course section, but the proposed 
research study was not. The assignment of students to course sections was simplified because of 
the nature of the Social Studies program at Public University. Students enter the Social Studies 
Adolescent Teaching program at Public University as a cohort. There is a sequence of courses 
these students must complete in order to fulfill their degree and teaching credential requirements. 
Moreover, as of the fall semester of 2012 (when the study began) the Social Studies program 
only offered Adolescent Social Studies Methods II, the course where my research was 
conducted, once per calendar academic year. As a result, students from each entering cohort 
were in distinctive Methods II courses from their peers in other cohorts. Therefore, students from 
the cohort taking the one section of Methods II in the Fall of 2012 were placed in the 
experimental group with Professor Gold and students from the cohort taking Methods II in the 





The instructors for each course (Professor Lee and Professor Gold) were blind to which 
of their students were participating in the study and remained blind to which students were 
involved throughout the research process. Since the instructors did not know who was involved 
in the study, and therefore did not participate in any of the survey implementation or evaluation 
or conduct any interviews, there was no risk of the instructors being influenced about providing a 
student with a better or worse grade as a result of their survey or interview answers. Again, since 
the instructor was not involved in any data collection in their classrooms, there was no implied or 
perceived coercion of students in her classroom. 
Further, students were informed that participation was not related to a student's 
assessment in the course, and participation in an interview, which was voluntary, would be the 
only additional time required for participants. The decision to participate or not would in no way 
impact formal student grades or other assessments; grades were submitted to the Public 
University Registrar before any data analysis began. Participants also had the option to review 
any findings from the study. 
This study used qualitative methods for analysis of data collected from pre and post 
course questionnaires and individual interviews. The questionnaires contained open-ended 
questions that allowed students to be as descriptive as possible. The interviews were audio 
recorded and transcribed verbatim, enabling participants to review the statements. I then used 
















 DANA CONRAD ROBYN 
 
BACKGROUND 
• Early 20s 
• From Staten Island 
• BA from medium sized private 
college in central New York 
• Early 20s 
• From suburb northwest of NYC 
• BA from small Catholic college near 
hometown 
• Mid 20s 
• From upstate NY 
• BA from elite, small college in PA 
& MA from elite university in NYC 
 
DEFINITION OF CLASSROOM 
MANAGEMENT 
• Over year, did not deviate from: 
“The way teachers structure and 
organize their classroom, as well as 
their demeanor in the classroom.” 
• Began year with def. based on 
control, then (from experiences) 
added pieces on having engaging 
lesson plans & students having 
respect for teacher. 
• Over year, did not deviate from: 
“Keep students on task, minimize 
distracting behavior by students, & 





• She craved a Teaching for Dummies 
book as she never received practical 
strategies from her coursework. 
• Appreciated practical Literacy 
course 
• He received no coursework in 
classroom management and craved a 
toolbox. 
• Appreciated practical Literacy 
course 
• She received a couple CM tips in a 
one-credit course & nothing in any 
other course. 





• Morgan High School 
• Medium-level of Screening, using 
“Educational Option” to create a 
diverse student population 
• Cullen Primary and Middle School 
(K – 8th grade)  
• Neighborhood school 
• Read High School 
• Highly screened school 
 
COOPERATING TEACHER / 
TEACHING AMOUNT 
• Great relationship with CT; he gave 
her autonomy & lots of feedback 
• Taught one 10th grade section alone 
for the whole semester 
• Strained relationship with CT; no 
positive feedback or support  
• Taught one 7th grade section alone 
for the whole semester 
• Great relationship & collaboration 
with CT; lots of feedback 
• Taught 3 10th grade sections (one 




• Because of personal experiences & 
work with CT, focused on building 
relationships & creating engaging 
pedagogy.  
• Because of personal experiences as a 
student & previous work, focused on 
building relationships & creating 
engaging pedagogy. 
• Because of experiences as a coach, 
honor code, & work with CT, 
focused on building relationships & 





• Classroom management remained 
her greatest fear throughout her time 
at Public University and entering 
teaching. 
• Classroom management remained 
his greatest fear throughout his time 
at Public University and entering 
teaching.  
 
• Her experiences as a soccer coach 
and captain mitigated her CM fears. 
• She wished she was provided CM 
tools from Public University, but she 





Table 11. Summary of Experimental Students’ and their Preparedness to Implement Classroom Management Strategies  
 
 FAYE KATE EZEQUIEL 
 
BACKGROUND 
• Mid 20s 
• From Staten Island 
• BA from elite private college in DC 
& MA from public university in PA 
• Early 30s 
• From upstate NY 
• BA from medium sized private 
college in central New York 
• Early 30s 
• From upstate NY 
• BA from elite, small college in PA 
& MA from elite university in NYC 
 
DEFINITION OF CLASSROOM 
MANAGEMENT 
• Began Methods II defining CM as: 
“The techniques and methods that 
teachers use to manage student 
behavior and the academic structure 
of the classroom.” 
• At end of Methods II & student 
teaching, discussed most DCMA 
components in defining CM 
• Espoused many of the ideals of 
DCMA before taking Professor 
Gold’s course 
• After Methods II & student teaching 
focused more on preventative 
measures of CM as opposed to 
reactive measures 
• Began Methods II defining CM as 
focused on behavioral management 
• Ended Methods II defining CM as 
creating “a respectful, fun, and safe 
environment. 
• Finished student teaching discussing 





• Appreciated the hands on nature of 
applying CM strategies she learned 
in Methods II from the CM texts 
used by Prof. Gold 
• Believed she would pull from these 
strategies during her teaching 
• Valued “actually actively 
participating as if [they] were 
students” in Methods II 
• Realized usefulness of coursework 
during student teaching & found 
herself pulling from CM texts 
• Appreciated how Prof. Gold asked 
students to directly apply techniques 
they read in CM texts to fieldwork; 
this eliminated his CM fears 
• During student teaching realized CM 
texts from Methods II “made a huge 




• Franklin Middle School (part of the 
larger Franklin Public K-8 School) 
• Medium-level of Screening based 
on ELA-Math test scores 
• Gleason High School  
• Unscreened school on the NYC 
closure list. 
• DaVinci High School 
• Medium-level of Screening, using 
“Educational Option” to create a 
diverse student population 
 
COOPERATING TEACHER / 
TEACHING AMOUNT 
• Great relationship with CT; she 
gave her freedom & lots of feedback 
• Taught two 7th & 8th grade sections, 
each for half the semester 
• Great relationship with CT; she 
gave her freedom & lots of feedback 
• Taught one 9th grade section the 
entire semester 
• Worked with multiple CTs; primarily 
with one CT he did not respect 
professionally; little positive feedback 
or support  
• Taught one 12th grade section alone, 




• Applied DCMA concepts learned in 
Methods II to student teaching 
• Rated herself on the DCMA rubric 
as “Acceptable” & “Exemplary” 
across the board 
• Learned many DCMA components 
from mother; but concepts were 
reinforced in Prof. Gold’s class 
• Rated herself as nearly all 
“Exemplary” on DCMA rubric 
• Excelled at certain elements of 
DCMA (building relationships and 
being culturally responsive) while 
struggling with others (pedagogy); 





• Armed w/ a toolbox of strategies & 
confident in preventative CM 
(creating + environment); concerned 
with behavioral management 
• Armed w/ a toolbox of strategies & 
confident in preventative CM 
(creating + environment) 
• Armed w/ a toolbox of strategies & 
confident in preventative CM 
(creating + environment) 






















Introduction to the Control Cohort at Public University 
 
 Public University is a large public university in New York City. Within Public 
University, there is a school of education that houses a department of Curriculum and Teaching. 
Within the department of Curriculum and Teaching there is an Adolescent Social Studies 
program that prepares pre-service teachers to become 7th through 12th grade Social Studies 
teachers with New York State certification. This program is available to undergraduates at Public 
University, but most of the students enroll as Masters-level students.  
When students enter the Adolescent Social Studies program at Public University, there is 
a sequence of courses they must take. Students take required general education classes, including 
Social Foundations of Education, Literacy, Adolescent Development, Educational Psychology, 
and Assessments. Then specifically for the social studies students, they are required to take two 
separate methods courses in sequential order.  After they complete their Methods II course, 
students complete their capstone experience, a semester-long student teaching experience, which 
is accompanied by a student teacher seminar.   
 The students recruited to be part of my study’s control cohort were students in Professor 
Lee’s Methods I class who would be continuing onto Professor Lee’s Methods II course in the 
Fall of 2013.20 From the Methods II course, seven students were selected who would be student 
                                                 
20 The control cohort was originally supposed to be Professor Gold’s Methods II course in the fall of 2012 because 
Professor Gold agreed to create a new course with me that integrated classroom management strategies and 
concepts. However, Professor Gold was awarded a great professional opportunity that required her to take a leave 
for the fall of 2013 when we were going to do the experimental Methods II course. Therefore, because Professor 
Gold had agreed to teach the experimental Methods II course, we had to do that in the fall of 2012 before the control 
Methods II course. Then, when Professor Lee was asked to teach Methods II in the fall of 2013 in Professor Gold’s 






teaching the following semester. 21 These seven students were representative of Professor Lee’s 
class, which was comprised of mostly white, middle class students, more females than males, 
and students in their mid to late twenties or early thirties. Because many students in Professor 
Lee’s Methods II course would not be student teaching or did not want to participate in the study, 
I was limited in which students I could select and the cohort I followed was chosen more by 
default. 
 As Professor Lee’s class was the control course, I played no part in the creation or 
execution of the course. The course was developed by Professor Lee based on what she believed 
should be included in a Methods II course. She referenced previous syllabi used by Professor 
Gold (her colleague who taught the experimental cohort at Public University) as well as other 
colleagues from around the country who teach Adolescent Social Studies methods courses. 
Professor Lee used the basic structure of how Professor Gold historically created her Methods I 
and II courses where the Methods I course focused on the teaching of U.S. History and the 
Methods II course focused on the teaching of Global History. 
 Professor Lee graduated from a top education PhD program in the Northeast after 
teaching elementary school in California and receiving her Master’s in teaching from a top 
public school of education in California. She was hired by Public University directly after 
graduating with her PhD and was at Public University for five years before taking over the 
Adolescent Social Studies Methods II course, having primarily taught Elementary Social Studies 
courses; she and Professor Gold make up the Social Studies Department at Public University. In 
talking about how her educational and professional background shaped her approach to teacher 
                                                 
21 Because Public University is comprised of many working class students, there are a number of students who 
attend part-time. As a result, some students do not take Methods I, Methods II, and student teaching in subsequent 
semesters; it depends on the course load they can handle. Therefore, students were recruited to be part of the 






education, Professor Lee noted she was frustrated by her own pre-service training and that she 
felt like she learned most about the practice of teaching while on the job. 
 With a research focus on social justice and diversity issues in Social Studies education, 
Professor Lee has a strong theoretical background and believes it is important to provide a social 
justice pedagogical ideology for her students. She also has an existential orientation toward 
teacher education, where she feels a student’s pre-service training should help him/her better 
understand a “teacher’s way of being in the world.” Along those lines, Professor Lee told me 
that, “Students don’t play a central figure in teacher education” and that, “the identity of the 
teacher has been neglected…if we focus too much on the students then we neglect the well-being 
of the teacher…[which leads] to burnout.”   
 When examining the debate over providing educational theory or practical application to 
teaching for her pre-service teachers, Professor Lee stated, “Sometimes the practical stuff you 
learn on the job.  I’d like to say 50/50. But I don’t know why. Maybe teacher ed should be 
autobiographical, and self study, philosophical and then once you get to work you learn how to 
teach.” She continued, “I would like to see teacher ed as how to cultivate researchers.” In 
teaching her Methods courses, Professor Lee hoped, “If they can get three/four ideas out of the 
course, I’m OK with that…if they think it’s theory or not.”  She believed that teacher education 
is now more practical, and because of this shift, students “miss out on a lot of opportunities to 
learn” because they no longer focus on “why we learn things.” 
 As a Methods instructor, Professor Lee did not believe “you can create a checklist [of 
practical skills] and have students learn it.” She continued, “Maybe with some of those things 
you need to be a full-time teacher to know.” She thought students could learn some of these 





could be learned) if the fieldwork component was reworked to focus on building and learning 
more practical pedagogical knowledge. However, that structure for fieldwork did not exist yet 
for her at Public University. 
 Professor Lee’s beliefs about classroom management also affected how she created her 
course. She has great disdain for the term “management” as she explained, “I really hate the 
word management because it’s so coercive…so factory model…There has to be a level of 
respect in the classroom…I want to encourage behaviors so people feel respected.”  But when it 
came down to defining classroom management, Professor Lee returned to the more traditional 
Foucauldian concept of controlling “behavioral disruption” where there is “someone external and 
it is your job to tweak your behavior.” Because she disliked this idea of management so much, 
Professor Lee “never talked about management in [her] classes.” As she explained, “ I don’t like 
it.  I don’t really know how to approach it…I have no idea how to talk about management…[but] 
I’m interested in how people talk about management.” And because she did not teach about 
classroom management, Professor Lee did not feel her students left her Methods II course with a 
clear understanding of classroom management strategies and how to implement them in their 
classrooms. 
 
When constructing her Methods II course, Professor Lee struggled with how to structure 
the course because she did not “know the global history background.” As a result, she decided to 
use a textbook, Alan Singer’s Teaching Global History, to provide her students the global history 
background. Then, because her students had mentioned in their Methods I evaluations they 
wanted more practice teaching, Professor Lee decided to have students co-teach lessons each 
week, focusing on the content from Singer’s text in order to teach each other the content over the 





provide students with the DCMA rubric, which Professor Gold did at the end of the experimental 
cohort Methods II course. 
 Professor Lee decided to use the Singer text as her sole required text because Singer 
reframed how to think about global history into themes and he had links to lesson plans on his 
website. She began the semester discussing the assigned chapters from Singer, but as the 
students’ contributions to these discussions was limited (due to lack of reading), Professor Lee 
stopped discussing Singer. She also had a required curriculum project (the same assignment she 
required for her Methods I course), which required students to create a curriculum map for one 
unit as well as a handful of sequential lessons from within that unit; students had the entire 
semester to complete this project (outlined in the Syllabus below). As well, Professor Lee 
required that students co-teach a lesson to their peers (as mentioned above).  Each week, 
different students led their 45-minute lesson, with the rest of the class acting as 9th grade high 
school students (as the topic for each lesson was ancient Global History); yet the remainder of 
how each week’s time was spent varied.  
As Professor Lee noted, she liked to mix up the structure of her class, but ensure that 
there were was a good flow and transition between everything she taught. Some weeks, students 
did their co-taught lessons at the beginning of class, then they would debrief for some time 
before discussing field observations. Other weeks, the lessons would come at the end of the class 
with no debrief because the beginning of class would have a guest speaker or video presentation. 
Overall, Professor Lee tried to avoid lecturing and instead focus on picking good readings and 
then focus on different ways of engaging the students so their learning was “more active.” 
In addition to the in-class course requirements, students were obligated to do field 





week. As well, students worked in an AVID (Advancement Via Individual Determination) 
classroom that helped students build college-readiness skills for 36 total hours during the 
semester. To provide extra practical application of methods for her students, Professor Lee also 
had the assistance of Beth, a retired New York City public high school teacher who worked her 
entire career in one of the most elite public high schools in New York City.22  
As referenced above, seven pre-service students were selected from Professor Lee’s 
Methods II course to participate in my study. After conducting the same series of questionnaires 
and interviews with each of these students, three were selected to describe. The three selected – 
Dana, Conrad, and Robyn – were chosen for a few reasons. First, students were selected based 
on their student teaching placement. Because Public University tends to place student teachers at 
highly screened schools in New York City, which is not representative of the standard NYC 
DOE school (particularly in terms of special education and English Language Learner students), 
I wanted to choose pre-service students who were not all placed in highly selective schools. 
Dana, Conrad and Robyn were selected because one was placed at a highly selective school 
(Robyn), one was placed at a more demographically and academically diverse screened school 
(Dana), and one was placed at a neighborhood school that had minimal screening other than 
where the student lived (Conrad).23 Second, these three students were selected because they all 
took the same courses at Public University in sequential order as Masters level students.24 
In the following chapters, Dana, Conrad, and Robyn reflect on their experiences in 
Professor Lee’s Methods II course – a traditional Methods course that focused more on theories 
                                                 
22 Professor Lee’s syllabus, with details about these requirements, can be seen in Appendix I. 
23 One student was not selected to highlight for the study because she was placed in a “Transfer” school that works 
with a student population in New York City that dropped out of traditional high schools; the transfer schools provide 
another chance for the student to earn credits toward their diploma. 
24 Two of the seven students had untraditional tracks toward their Masters degree. Because of work obligations, their 











Chapter Six: Dana’s Story 
“I’ve been waiting for someone to tell me that I have to take a classroom management course. And it’s not 
required…I think that’s what’s on the back of everybody’s mind. Like everyone is thinking about themselves and I 
don’t want to seem like a fool up there, I want to have control and be able to teach without having all these 
distractions and dangerous situations.” 
-Dana after completing her Methods II course 
 
“I am horribly aware of the fact that I don’t really know how to get them [to stop talking]. Like I can make sure that 
they’re not sitting with most of their friends and try to not say anything until they stop talking, but I never get that 
chance, so I just kind of have to end up talking a little over them. And it’s the beginning and end of the classes that 
are the worst. So in the middle, although there’s annoying chatting, they can generally go OK.” 
-Dana after a month of student teaching 
 
“Regardless of the fact that not everything will work for every teacher, you can still have a list of things that have 
worked for some teachers that is more than two. So I think that it could be implemented, I think you could probably 
have a course on [classroom management].” 
-Dana after completing student teaching 
 
Dana’s Road to Teaching 
 Most people try to have someone in their life who is steady and unflappable – a person 
who cares, but does not let their emotions create a volatile relationship with you. Dana, a product 
of New York City’s public school system, is that person. It came through in every interaction we 
had and it embodies the teacher she is becoming. 
Dana knew from an early age that teaching was the career for her. Born and raised on 
Staten Island, Dana “loved history in high school and [she] also loved music; and the only way 
[she] could see doing both of those things as a career [was through] teaching.” So when she left 
for college – at a medium sized private college in central New York – Dana just needed to figure 
out what major she wanted so she could become a teacher. She chose history, a decision that can 
be traced back to her high school on Staten Island where “all of [her] best teachers were in social 
studies.” As Dana put it, “the people that inspired me to become teachers were teachers.” 
 Unlike some people who get into teaching, Dana’s decision to teach was about the 
influence teachers can have on students, not just that she loved working with kids. Dana was a 





made extra money by tutoring while in graduate school. But her choice to teach was truly 
grounded in the impact a teacher can have in shaping the lives of students. According to Dana, “I 
think that teachers are just very much influential on children and everyone can say that they’ve 
been influenced by one of their teachers very heavily; and I think it’s an admirable thing to do.”  
 Her eagerness to get in the classroom led Dana to enter Public University’s Social Studies 
Education M.A. program directly after graduating with her B.A.; she “wanted to get [her] 
Master’s as soon as possible.” Therefore, Dana, a petite, white middle class New Yorker returned 
home in her early 20s to get certified so she could influence young New York City children just 
as she had been influenced. 
 
Dana’s Methods Course – From Beginning to End 
 I met Dana at the end of her first year at Public University; she was in Professor Lee’s 
Adolescent Social Studies Methods I course when I spoke about my research. However, our first 
“official” conversation about her teacher education experiences came the following semester 
when she enrolled in Professor Lee’s Methods II course. From the beginning of her Methods II 
course, it was clear Dana really hoped to gain strategies and techniques to motivate her students 
and to get them engaged in social studies. Dana wrote in a questionnaire the second week of her 
class: “I hope to learn new and creative techniques to reach and connect with the students, as 
gaining the interest of the students [and] motivating them is a key aspect of a successful 
classroom.” Based on Professor Lee’s syllabus, Dana was hopeful the class would meet these 
expectations. Dana noted, “The syllabus does an excellent job addressing various activities and 
methods that can be utilized in the classroom. Additionally, the syllabus provides excellent 





 Up to this point in her teacher education, Dana did not feel ready to take over her own 
class; she did not believe she had “enough preparation on writing lesson plans and providing 
effective assessments for students.” She had learned tactics for teaching social studies from her 
first Methods course, but otherwise, she thought her psychology classes (and others) provided 
her “with a lot of information that “she won’t necessarily apply in the field.” This pointed to 
Dana’s thirst for practical knowledge she could use as a new teacher, which she hoped to get out 
of her second Methods course. These expectations for Methods II reflected the type of teacher 
she hoped to be. She aspired “to be a teacher whose agenda is more student centered, as opposed 
to being strictly dictated and run by the teacher.” She felt it was “essential that the students play 
an active role in the learning process.”  
Dana’s “biggest fear” about her first year of teaching, like so many beginning teachers, 
was “behavioral problems among the students…a major challenge that [could] disrupt [the] 
learning process.” At this point in her teacher education, Dana believed teachers could deal with 
classroom management by “the way teachers structure and organize their classroom, as well as 
their demeanor in the classroom.” She had come to this understanding by observing one 
particular former teacher “whose management style was extremely effective.” This teacher 
“promoted a positive learning environment [which] was effective because students felt 
comfortable engaging in the learning process and became active participants who were eager to 
learn.” Dana was optimistic that Methods II would provide her with the skills and techniques to 
create such an environment in her future classroom. 
Unfortunately, when I checked in with Dana at the end of her Methods II course, she had 
not learned these strategies she had craved. The problem for Dana was that Professor Lee’s class 





class or techniques about how to deal with classroom management problems. As Dana wrote in 
the end-of-course questionnaire: 
This course has not met my expectations. I had hoped to be instructed more explicitly 
about how to make a truly effective lesson plan. I had also hoped to learn more about 
classroom management and how to differentiate social studies activities for students with 
varied special needs. I think that this class did not completely prepare me for teaching 
because teaching involved practical skills of ‘doing’ just as much as ‘learning.’ 
 
Dana wanted pedagogical strategies broken down for her, which she felt did not happen. For 
instance, she stated: “I most wish that our study of lesson plans would have been more detailed 
and practical. I want to know what activities work, when they work, and what they work to do. I 
also wanted to learn more about how to link instruction with assessment.”  
 At the end of Methods II, perhaps because the class did not meet her expectations, Dana 
had a much larger list of her “biggest fears” for her first year of teaching. Instead of just fearing 
behavior management, at the conclusion of Methods II, she listed multiple “biggest fears”: 
• Having a class that doesn’t respect me 
• Having a work environment, co-workers or bosses that are unreasonably stressful 
• Not feeling prepared to cover all the content 
• Having my students fail their Regents in droves 
• Not knowing when I am being taken advantage of (in terms of salary, workload, special 
projects, etc.) 
 
While her first fear was tied back to the idea of classroom management and a negative learning 
environment, the remaining fears addressed potential organizational hurdles, bureaucracy, work 
environment issues, and compliance with state standards.  
 When we spoke about her experiences in Methods II, it became clearer why these 
expectations were not met. Firstly, Dana expounded on her lack of preparation from Methods I, 
which explained why she was so hopeful Methods II would provide more grounded pedagogical 





that didn’t make an impression on me at all – like they weren’t really about teaching they were 
about other things…[these articles were] so unrelated to anything I thought I had to know.”  
Dana did enjoy the fieldwork component of the class where she observed in NYC 
classrooms and worked with students in an AVID class.25 Dana also appreciated the 
contributions of Beth’s “real” perspective of teaching in NYC public schools.26 According to 
Dana, “It was nice to hear her perspective and just little tidbits that she would have during the 
day that were just eye opening for someone who is wanting to know what the rest of that crew is 
going to be like.” Yet these contributions were not enough to provide Dana with the foundational 
skills she desired. According to Dana, “In comparison to what I think I’ll need [to teach], it is 
maybe a 5 out of 10.”  
There were elements of her Methods II course that Dana appreciated. For instance, she 
liked the opportunity to get in front of her peers and teach a lesson with a partner; she also 
enjoyed the consistent discussions of their field observations. In talking about the lesson she 
taught, Dana noted, “I only taught one lesson in the class but it was so helpful. I got experience 
planning a lesson with someone else and we watched other people and critiqued them.” She liked 
how that part of the class was “more teacher centered;” in other words, it was more focused on 
building the skills of teaching. Dana and her partner were the first students to teach their lesson, 
so they set the standard for what many other students ended up doing. 
The assignment for students was not structured – they were just asked to teach for 45 
minutes on an assigned topic; the pedagogical style, activities, and specific content were up to 
them. As Dana described it, “it was very open.” Dana and her peers had been given a basic 
lesson plan template in Methods I that they continued to use in Methods II, though they never got 
                                                 
25 All Public University students in the Adolescent Social Studies program began working in AVID classrooms 
during their Methods I course to provide practical training with students. 





a “step by step best way to plan a lesson kind of thing.” They would sometimes get “suggestions 
of activities – like a fishbowl or jigsaw,” but not concrete suggestions on how to best deliver 
content and material. Dana “was always asking [herself], ‘how do I deliver content in a good 
way other than just mini-lectures?’ And [Dana] never really formulated a response for [herself]; 
[she] still [didn’t] know.” She raised this question in class multiple times, though as she 
lamented, “I guess the fact that I don’t remember the answers says that it wasn’t very helpful.” 
So they used that one template and worked from that. 
With this freedom, Dana and her partner “both decided to pretend that there was a 9th 
grade class and [to] teach a section about the Columbian Exchange with documents.” What Dana 
valued most about this experience was getting “experience planning [with a partner], which [she] 
had never done before, but [they] were on the same page so it was very helpful and it all 
clicked…the lesson went very smoothly.”  
However, while she enjoyed the planning experience and being able to execute their 
lesson plan, Dana was not sure how much her peers got out of the experience: 
As for the other students in the class, I don’t know what they got out of our lesson 
because they were pretending to be 9th graders. They might have learned a good or a bad 
method to teach this. I found out that at the end of the class, maybe it’s just me being 
selfish, but I didn’t want to sit there and analyze this political cartoon for 9th graders 
because I had other things to do. But you can’t really help that if that’s what you want to 
do in your class. 
 
When I asked Dana if that meant she believed they spent too much time on student-led lessons, 
she was torn: “I’m torn with that because I want more experience teaching so I liked when I 
taught, but I don’t necessarily want other people to teach me.” 
As for the fieldwork, Dana liked how “every class we’ve talked about fieldwork and what 
we’re seeing…and what we would like to embody and problems that we see.” The discussion of 





you seen, what do you like and what do you dislike.” After those prompts a few students would 
talk about what they observed. But because the fieldwork was not structured to focus on specific 
pedagogical elements, the discussions were not always productive. As Dana pointed out, “We’re 
never given things to look for in the Methods class [when we go to observe in the field]. I’ve 
never had that kind of connection; it’s very general and it’s not directed in any [way.]”  
Therefore, when they came together to discuss their observations, students did not have a 
shared pedagogical element to discuss that they had observed. This resulted in the fieldwork 
conversations being “not consistently productive.” There were “some moments [for Dana] where 
it was like, ‘oh, that is really helpful, I’m going to break that down.’” But in all, Dana wanted 
more of a connection between her Methods II course and her fieldwork. She wished her 
fieldwork had “specific topics to look for might have worked and might have given us more 
concrete ways to improve ourselves in teaching. I just wish that there was a best way to teach 
everything and then you could just learn those points.” 
 Dana’s frustration with not being provided concrete examples of how to become a better 
teacher really came through when she started talking about her required text for the course, Alan 
Singer’s Teaching Global History. While Dana found the book interesting, she believed it was 
“not helpful for completing the things in the course.” As well, she felt Singer “seemed to confuse 
issues more than making them clear and [she] couldn’t see [herself] in [her] first year trying to 
tackle those issues without having mastered the basics of getting the ideas across.” As she put it, 
“Maybe it’s my unwillingness to venture into new interpretations before I’ve mastered how to 
get across the old interpretations.” 
When I asked her if the book actually helped make her a better teacher, she responded, 





without having to read the book;” therefore, because she did not find the text useful, she stopped 
reading the book. However, Dana said she would have been more likely to have done the reading 
if there was an assignment related to the reading where she was asked to critique the text: “the 
only way I could see myself to be motivated to read it is if I was critiquing it, maybe, or if I was 
looking at a lesson or a unit the way that Singer had planned it. There wasn’t any structured way 
for me to do that, I could have done it in class probably, but I wasn’t asked to do it.”  
Instead of a book like Singer’s, Dana wanted: 
A magical teaching book to tell me everything. I’m trying to think about helpful books 
that I’ve had in the past for education courses. I guess my ideal book would be like a 
handbook of tips, just from seasoned teachers that’d have one section on classroom 
management, one section on covering content – I don’t know; I think that I wanted it to 
be more concrete. 
 
Or, as Dana put it, she wanted “Teaching for Dummies.”  
Because she did not get a book or instruction like that, she tried to pull as many positive 
elements out of the class as possible. For instance, Professor Lee sometimes showed videos that 
Dana found useful. There was one video they watched at the end of the semester that was “a 
mini-documentary on one particular teacher’s way of teaching…about immigration from Latin 
America and one [video] was about public opinion for the Vietnam War. One of them was very 
small group oriented and the other one was very whole class oriented…[For those videos they] 
had to write a little reflection on that and that was helpful” for Dana. Despite these little nuggets 
of practical advice, overall, most of Dana’s courses, including Methods II, focused too much on 
theory for her. 
As Dana described it, “at this point, it’s been maybe 80% theory, 20% practical. And the 
practical mostly comes in interesting tidbits that I write down that teachers say off-hand.” In 





intentionally integrated into the professor’s lesson for the day. Yet, she liked when it occurred; 
for instance, Dana noted: “I had an educational psychology course where she was a school 
psychologist for a couple of years and so she had a lot of anecdotes and real word kind of 
situations that were helpful.” But these occurrences were not common. 
Instead, Dana found her courses to rely on educational theories that were repeated across 
her courses. Topics such as, “Bloom’s Taxonomy, things like racial sensitivity and awareness of 
sexism and awareness of how to differentiate between students who have disabilities, [and] 
learning disorders” was the focus in multiple classes, including educational psychology and 
adolescent development. She did believe that students should receive some theory, because it 
gives pre-service teachers a foundation in education, “almost an outside look…[on] what is 
going to benefit students the most.” Therefore, Dana did “completely understand the need for 
education research,” she just wished the focus shifted from gaining that foundation to learning 
practical pedagogical skills. 
There were only two courses at this point in Dana’s time at Public University that broke 
away from this theory-heavy approach; they were her Assessment and Literacy courses. In her 
Assessment course, students were asked to “make up test questions and administer them to actual 
students and interpret the results using statistics to understand what they learned and how [they] 
can improve; and that [was] super practical.” And in Literacy, their professor “geared the class 
towards more practical useful knowledge in the classroom.” He asked students to do a 40 minute 
lesson – like in Methods II – but this lesson was taught individually and videotaped so students 
could critique themselves based on specific pedagogical tools he asked them to pay close 





transitions were between activities (which is something [Dana] wished she had more of.)” Dana 
wished “she could have done that every week.”  
Dana’s desire to have more practice teaching, even if it was teaching to her peers, was 
because she felt, “I’m not going to be good until I keep doing it and I just want to do it now. So 
I’m good before I start teaching.” She realized that the stakes are higher once you are in front of 
real students; therefore, she argued, “I don’t want to have to do it all when I’ve got the pressure, 
you know – Regents and evaluations and things like that.” To get that practice, Dana wished her 
education courses shifted focus from theory to 100% practice in the second year of the M.A. 
program. As she put it, “I just wanted my own classroom to learn how to teach there and I think 
that would have been the best. Maybe because its finals and I’m sick of doing all this stuff, but I 
really really just wanted to teach and learn…because you learn by doing.” Dana wanted to learn 
in that second year, “where to start researching for lesson planning and how to divide the class 
time so that [students are] doing the most work and not getting burned out, and how to judge 
whether they’re actually learning things too.”  
Instead, in classes like Methods II, Dana found more of a focus on “what I should be 
teaching” instead of “how to carry out what I have to teach.” She was frustrated by the 
conversations in Methods, as she described, “where it’s implied that I should be teaching social 
justice…It’s not useful for me because that’s my decision.” It was not that she did not want to 
teach social justice; Dana just wanted to be taught how to teach things. For instance, she wanted 
“tips on how to still fulfill all the requirements for [her] students and…[how] to frame things in a 
way that doesn’t leave [her] students close-minded, which [Dana] thinks is just something [she’s] 





And Dana had a similar frustration with her History courses that were not tied to the 
content she would be teaching in middle or high school. Instead of historically specific courses 
(which are the norm offered for Adolescent Social Studies students at Public University), Dana 
expressed, “what I really need now…is like a crash course. Because what I took in undergrad 
was what I liked to learn – a lot of U.S and a lot of recent 20th century and 19th century. And 
what I need now is to learn content in economics and geography and political science and earlier 
history in other areas.” Dana also wished she was provided “a course on how to differentiate for 
students with learning disabilities or students with other disabilities in social studies…a tailored 
course for [her] content area and a more specific strategies that works for students with different 
types of disabilities.”  
However, the main thing Dana felt was missing from her teacher preparation thus far was 
coursework on classroom management. According to Dana, “I’ve been waiting for someone to 
tell me that I have to take a classroom management course. And it’s not required.” She 
continued, “I think that’s what’s on the back of everybody’s mind. Like everyone is thinking 
about themselves and I don’t want to seem like a fool up there, I want to have control and be 
able to teach without having all these distractions and dangerous situations.” She didn’t want a 
full course on classroom management, because she didn’t know “how full it would be.” But she 
felt, “I know that if I continue teaching I’ll find my own way to do it; but I’d like to learn some 
tips in that handbook.”  
Dana was already starting to see good teachers struggling with classroom management 
through her observations: “I see in my fieldwork good examples and examples where teachers 
are talking over kids and there are good teachers I can see and they’ve been teaching for a long 





relationship between engagement and classroom management: “If students aren’t interested 
they’re going to be talking; if students are talking they can end up fighting or something. I mean, 
I don’t think a good lesson can solve all your management problems, but I think it can help.”  
The only classes where Dana had discussed classroom management were in her 
Adolescent Health and Safety course – a one-credit course over two Saturdays – that “wasn’t 
very memorable” and her inclusion class where it was briefly brought up. Because Dana did not 
receive any practice, training, or theory on classroom management, her understanding and 
approach to classroom management did not really shift from the beginning of her Methods II 
course to the end of her course. At the end of the semester, she described classroom management 
as, “the method by which a teacher maintains a safe classroom environment which allows 
learning to occur.”  
 What Dana was most excited about was getting into the classroom for her student 
teaching. At the time when we spoke, Dana had already arranged to teach at Morgan High 
School – the location of her Methods II observations – and working with Jacob as her 
cooperating teacher (CT). While she liked the school and was eager to work with Jacob, she was 
concerned about how much autonomy she would have as a teacher to come up with her own 
texts, projects, and lessons. Yet she was confident after observing Jacob’s class that she could 
come up with good activities to do with his students.  
 Dana’s biggest anxiety was about becoming the authority figure in the classroom. As a 
more introverted person who sometimes struggled, on her account, with interacting with her 
peers, Dana was working to become more comfortable commanding groups of people. 
According to Dana: 
When I first decided…to be a teacher I was always nervous that I would – I can’t explain 





interactions sometimes just between peers. But at this point I think I have become a little 
more confident especially with people younger than me. I think I can embody a better 
sense of authority than I would have been able to. But again that hasn’t been tested so it’s 
hard for me to imagine what will happen. 
 
Yet Dana did not dwell on this potential discomfort; rather, she focused on creating a classroom 
focused on building students’ skills. As she put it, “it shouldn’t be about what the teacher thinks, 
it should be dedicated to skills.” One example of how she wanted to do this was by working on 
her questioning techniques: 
One thing I want to get better at is kind of like questions, give and take. Like using 
questions for student knowledge to arrive at a certain point that I want them to remember. 
I see how teachers do it in class and I think it’s really admirable but I have to practice 
doing it myself. I have planned it out, but I have never actually done it. 
 
In terms of working with Jacob, Dana was worried about not knowing enough content while 
teaching and having a veteran teacher like him in the back of the room; but overall, she was very 
excited to work with him.  
In all, Dana looked forward to building a binder of lessons and materials she could take 
with her into her first year of teaching. She truly saw her student teaching experience as a 
steppingstone for her first year of teaching, where she believed “most of the learning would 
probably be done.” As Dana put it, “I am prepared to take over as a head teacher today, but I 
think I would be more effective if I student-taught first. I only say I am prepared today because I 
could muddle through a year. But it wouldn’t be a very good year.” She hoped working with 
Jacob would help prepare her to become the teacher she hoped to be, a “fair, consistent, 
knowledgeable, reasonable, organized, personable, and passionate [teacher].”  
 





 I spoke with Dana a month into her student teaching at J.P. Morgan High School, a 9th 
through 12th grade public school in New York City. Like many high schools in New York City, 
Morgan uses a screening process for its incoming students. Specifically, Morgan employs a 
screening process called “education option” – a process that ensures there are a certain number 
of higher-level learners that are selected and a certain number of low-level learners; in other 
words, the student population becomes like a bell curve where a majority of the students are 
going to be in-between. Morgan – a school with 767 students, 88% attendance, and incoming 
student proficiency of 3.00 (out of 4) – is racially/ethnically diverse, with 46% of the students 
Latina/o, 24% Asian, 22% Black, and 7% White. 78% of its students have free and reduced 
priced lunch while 15% of the students are in special education and 8% are English Language 
Learners.  
As she expected, Dana was placed with Jacob as her cooperating teacher. Jacob, a white 
teacher in his early 40s, was a member of New York City Teaching Fellows’ first cohort in 2000; 
Since then, Jacob has continued to teach in New York City public schools, the past eight years at 
Morgan. Jacob is also a veteran cooperating teacher who has taken a student teacher every 
semester for the past seven years, totaling 14 student teachers from universities all around New 
York City. 
Like many cooperating teachers, Jacob chose to ease Dana into teaching. Jacob taught 
four sections of 11th grade U.S. history and one section of 10th grade global history. To give her 
some autonomy, Jacob had Dana take over the 10th grade class. But when she started at the 
beginning of February, the students were working on a research presentation project, so Jacob 





grading the projects. When the projects were over, and after the school’s February break in the 
third week of February, Dana took over the 10th grade class. I spoke with Dana a week later.  
Dana’s class was large and diverse: 31 students, who almost always attended, 18 boys 
and 13 girls, about 40% Latina/o, 30% Black, 20%+ Asian, and a few White students. Only one 
of Dana’s students had an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) for special education, but she 
believed many of her students were undiagnosed special needs.  
While Dana only taught Jacob’s one 10th grade class, she was very involved throughout 
the school day in Jacob’s classroom. She typically got to Morgan at 7:15am, a half hour before 
first period. During that time, Dana worked on her lesson plan, constructing a handout packet, or 
taking notes for herself. When first period began, Dana helped Jacob with attendance while 
Jacob handed out the students’ folders, an organization system Jacob used (that Dana adopted) 
where all of the students’ work and handouts were kept in one place. Once class started, Dana 
would work on things for her own class while also observing Jacob to “learn from him;” these 
were Dana’s roles in every section Jacob taught throughout the day.  
Then, during their two free periods, Dana and Jacob collaborated on a variety of class 
related tasks. For instance, Dana helped Jacob proofread instructions for upcoming projects, she 
would make necessary photocopies for her classes, and she would plan ahead for future lessons. 
And when Dana taught her class in the middle of the day, Jacob would sit in back and let Dana 
teach uninterrupted. Dana typically left school at 3:30pm, fifteen minutes after the students were 
excused, but her work did not stop when she left Morgan. Dana spent about two hours nightly 
planning and grading student work. She would try to get some of this work done during the 
school day; yet most days, her time was so absorbed by Jacob’s and her classes that she needed 





When Dana observed Jacob, she always tried to learn from what he was doing (and not 
doing). For instance, she was cognizant of how engaged Jacob’s students were during class. 
While Dana saw Jacob’s teaching style got through to most students  – a style grounded in 
document analysis, breaking down complex concepts, and answering student questions – she also 
realized that some of Jacob’s students were not engaged in class, which Jacob did not, according 
to Dana, seem overly concerned about. As she described (referring to Jacob’s philosophy on 
student engagement), “You can try and meet with them and try to get their attention and try to 
speak loudly and wake them up and be near them but there’s always going to be some students 
who don’t want to listen.” With that caveat, Dana saw Jacob as holding high expectations for his 
students and being “really positive” with them, which resulted in Dana “never [seeing] anyone 
get mad at him.” This positivity did not translate into “strong relationships” between Jacob and 
his students; however, he maintained a strong professional relationship with them.  
While Jacob had a specific pedagogical style, when it came to Dana’s teaching, Jacob 
gave her a lot of autonomy with how to teacher her 10th grade class; he also provided consistent 
support for her. According to Dana, “he’ll look at the packet that I make and he’ll make 
suggestions. But as to how I teach it or what I’m going say, he’ll just let me go.” Dana was not 
required by Jacob to write up a lesson plan, so she would often do so after she already taught a 
lesson. She explained, “[the lesson plan is] an afterthought because it’s all about the packet. And 
that kind of lets me plan out my instruction and then I just make up a lesson plan later.” But after 
every lesson, Jacob would ask Dana, “‘What do you notice; What do you think; Why do you 
think I did this?’ And he’ll very clearly explain some things that will help and if [Dana would] 





CT] seriously. He won’t just sit back and say good job and not say anything…he seems to be 
attentive and he has good advice.”  
When she began teaching, Dana tried to closely follow Jacob’s teaching style. As Dana 
put it, “I try to follow exactly what he’s doing to make it easy on myself because I don’t really 
have a preference of what my style is at this point and when I had observed him last semester I 
was like, oh, I like that style, that seems to work well. So making it easier on myself I decided to 
do exactly what he does.” (This might also explain why Jacob felt so comfortable with giving 
Dana autonomy, since she was mirroring what he was doing.) At first, Dana really liked Jacob’s 
style, which was grounded in building packets of documents and resources for students to 
analyze with occasional integration of videos and political cartoons. But after four days, she was 
becoming “bored with it.” Therefore, Dana said she wanted to change the style despite liking 
many elements of it: 
I like it but there’s some problems with it and I also get bored just doing the same thing 
over because his style is very – I will write up this packet for you, we’ll have this 
documents and these questions, we will go over the documents and you will answer the 
questions out loud. And so it just gets boring. 
 
Aside from trying to figure out what her own teaching style would be, in general, Dana 
was just excited to be finally teaching; yet the number of students was a real challenge for her, 
particularly with regard to facilitating so many learners and classroom management issues. In 
talking about her first couple of days as the 10th grade teacher, Dana noted, “it’s a lot of 
information, a lot of new things that I never would have thought of. And I think I said last time, 
classroom management seems to be the most important thing.” For instance, she pointed to the 
difference between being able to work with students one-on-one versus as an entire class: “When 
it’s one-on-one it’s much easier to answer every question and take your time with everything. 





Dana would even try to connect with students during lunch when they came to do 
homework and get help, in the library, and in the hallways before and after school. Yet, unlike 
many other student teachers and teachers I have worked and spoken with, Dana did not find the 
students with whom she had built a strong rapport behaved better in class. As she noted: 
The students that come during lunch and I have a good rapport, [but they] still act up in 
class. It doesn’t make a difference. For instance, I helped one student for a fair amount of 
time with her research project and today she just had this – she must have been really 
frustrated or something but she just kind of refused to do her test. I thought that we had 
had a good rapport; it was just a tough day for her, the behavior doesn’t really match up. 
 
 Behaviors like that student and general “chattiness” were Dana’s biggest concern from 
the outset: 
I just had kept seeing their behavior in the past two or three weeks and I kept being 
warned by Jacob that they’re really chatty. That was the main issue that I wasn’t quite 
sure how to deal with because there’s only so many times you can say I’m waiting for 
you to be quiet. So that was the thing I was most nervous about. 
 
When students would be disruptive and chatty, Dana tried to use strategies Jacob used; but at the 
time when we spoke, that was not working. Jacob liked to use the line, “I’ll wait til it’s quiet.” 
He would sometimes say this three times, and then students would quiet down and he would start 
with whatever he wanted to do with the class. When Dana tried this during her first week as the 
lead teacher, it was not working. Dana talked with Jacob about some other strategies, but she was 
struggling with how she could effectively implement them. According to Dana, “they’ll all talk 
about that for 5 minutes to each other. So the one thing that he suggests I should do it make sure 
they’re sitting not near their friends. And we’ve been trying to do that but it’s so difficult to make 
sure that they’re sitting in the right spot when I’m thinking of other things that I’m going to be 
teaching.” 
 This phenomenon of new teachers being so focused on what they need to be teaching that 





happening and deal with everything when they are so focused on their lesson. Dana was no 
different. She tried to mirror what Jacob was doing and take his suggestions for how to manage 
disruptive behavior; yet Dana struggled to multi-task by both addressing the student disruption 
and adhering to the lesson she designed.  
 Dana was also aware that she just did not have the toolbox to address the student talking. 
As she explained: 
I am horribly aware of the fact that I don’t really know how to get them [to stop talking]. 
Like I can make sure that they’re not sitting with most of their friends and try to not say 
anything until they stop talking, but I never get that chance, so I just kind of have to end 
up talking a little over them. And it’s the beginning and end of the classes that are the 
worst. So in the middle, although there’s annoying chatting, they can generally go OK. 
 
Dana tried to not let her frustration show. Instead, she actively tried to stay calm: 
I try to keep a pretty neutral face but I think it might be obvious to them that sometimes I 
don’t know what to say in the beginning of class and it sucks because I feel the rest of the 
lesson goes so well and I know exactly what they say. But when I face that wall of 
nobody listening to me it just sucks. 
 
While the chattiness did not dissipate over Dana’s first week teaching on her own, she tried to 
learn to cope with it: 
I’ve noticed only a change in the level of tolerance I have for the behavior. So the first 
day I was just so excited to have gotten through it with the time allotted and having been 
pretty confident with the content that I was willing to forgive that fact that not all of them 
were quiet the whole time. But after four days it’s starting to grate on me that I can’t get 
it done. 
 
In addition to trying to work through these classroom management frustrations, Dana was 
nervous about the pacing of her lessons. As she noted, “I wanted to make sure that – the first 
time I thought I put so much into it…I thought I put too many activities; so I was worried that 
since they were so chatty I wouldn’t get through it.” But despite those worries, Dana was able to 
get through the material she wanted. Overall, Dana was “pleasantly surprised at how smooth 





knowing what it would be like once she was in front of a room of students and tasked with 
leading them through a lesson: 
That was the thing that was most hard for me to grasp last semester trying to imagine 
how I was going to teach because I just didn’t understand how I would just know what I 
was going to talk about next and make sure I was staying on track even though there’s 
other questions. But that kind of thing, even in the first day, went really well and it has 
for the past 4 days. 
 
One thing that contributed to Dana’s success that first week was her ability to engage 
students in the material. Dana found, “when you’re actually teaching about something and they 
say, ‘really, that’s what happened’? That is real for them and they’re more interested… 
something that they can kind of connect to.” She found this engaged students, “because it’s 
interesting. It’s more about them and less about people that are dead and don’t matter.”  
Conversely, Dana found when she gave significant writing assignments or “walls of 
text,” students found that boring. Yet she also mirrored some of Jacob’s sentiments about some 
students just not finding material interesting. Dana noted, “I feel like there’s always going to be 
content in history that is going to be pretty boring no matter how you slice it, not to me, but to 
students.” In realizing that these types of activities and assignments disengaged students, Dana 
was resolved to improve student interest. She suggested, “I guess what I could do is try to 
concentrate on the example, like little hypothetical situations that are more relatable to students. I 
guess I could do more visuals.” 
The juxtaposition of Dana’s successes and frustrations during her first few lessons can be 
attributed to how prepared she felt before taking over the 10th grade class: “I felt pretty prepared 
in the content aspect and less prepared in the ‘what will I do if someone won’t listen to me’ 
aspect.” In looking back to her coursework at Public University, her preparation and lack of 





gained from Professor Lee’s Methods course in planning lessons and searching for good primary 
and secondary resources. Dana also found herself pulling from theoretical concepts about student 
engagement (that she got from multiple courses at Public University) to help answer questions 
from Jacob about “why do you think that happened?” She referenced things like, “visual things 
are more engaging than just walls of text and students will tune out when they’re not interested.” 
Dana also pulled ideas from her Assessment course to align what she was teaching with what 
would be on the students’ test. Lastly, Dana tried to adhere to an idea she took from one of her 
psychology courses: “don’t do the same thing for more than 15 minutes…Most of the periods are 
spent doing kind of the same thing because everyone is in their seats so maybe it would be better 
if I switched things up.” 
Yet Dana’s biggest fear and frustration during the beginning of her student teaching can 
be traced back to the fact that she had no preparation in classroom management. When I asked 
Dana what coursework she wished she would have had, coursework she felt was missing to help 
prepare her for student teaching, her immediate answer was: “Yeah, just mostly classroom 
management. I know that there are ways other than what I’m hearing.” As she went on to clarify 
about her preparation in classroom management, “Classroom management was very vague so 
anything I got was just kind of hard to visualize it and test it out and see if I could do it.” 
This resulted in Dana having difficulties in how to cope with classroom management 
issues she encountered. For instance, when she would try to deal with a few conversations going 
on at the same time, Dana said: 
I feel like I have nothing to back it up with in a way. Like what can I do? I don’t think 
many of them really care if I call their parents, maybe they do, I don’t know. I would feel 
like there’s no better word than like a tool…maybe it’s that I don’t have something 






When I asked Dana what she might be able to do differently to deal with these issues, 
other than waiting for them to be quiet, so retorted, “I really don’t know. I couldn’t even give you 
one thing that I could do differently.” She felt like she did not have a “toolbox” of classroom 
management strategies to use. Additionally, after being in the classroom for a few weeks, her 
definition of classroom management had not changed much from how she defined it during her 
coursework. At this point during her student teaching, Dana described classroom management 
as: “The atmosphere of the classroom that learning can take place for all the students, all the 
learning that was planned. And anything that’s disruptive is stopped pretty quickly.” This 
definition reflected her feelings and frustrations with classroom management that permeated that 
entire discussion after a month of her student teaching. 
However, these frustrations did not deter Dana’s excitement about teaching and her 
successes in the classroom. After a month, Dana was really proud that: 
I know what I’m trying to teach, I know exactly what I want them to learn in that lesson 
and I know the points that they should be getting out of it. And I feel as though I can 
usually explain it pretty well. So that’s what I’m best at, I think. And I know content is 
such that if someone asks me a questions, even if it’s off topic, I can give them a very 
helpful answer. 
 
Dana had also begun to build strong relationships with many of the students. She 
especially thrived with one-on-one interactions with them: 
One-on-one interactions with students are usually pretty positive especially if they come 
to me for help I can get them to a place where they can continue on their own. Because 
I’ve had a lot of experience with that, like helping students with writing even before this. 
So I guess I’m proud of the way that I’m helping students with their individual work. 
 
In all, Dana was proud of what she had accomplished in that first month of student teaching and 
she looked forward to continuing her growth and experiences over the rest of the semester. 
 





 I met up with Dana the week after she completed her student teaching at Morgan. It was 
clear from the beginning of our conversation that she valued her experience with Jacob and 
looked forward to the next chapter in her life as a teacher. The first thing Dana mentioned when 
discussing how her student teaching went was the impact Jacob had on her growth: 
My cooperating teacher was extremely generous with his time, which allowed me to learn 
from him and he gave me constant advice after every lesson. I was able to pretty much 
take over a whole class period. I did all the planning myself, I followed his format but I 
did all the planning myself and exams and homework, all the grading and all that good 
stuff. So I was able to teach right up to the end of the curriculum and the very beginning 
of review for the Regents…I think it was a very helpful experience. 
 
Unlike many of her peers who concluded their student teaching in the middle of May (when 
Public University’s semester ended), Dana stayed until the end of May because she wanted to 
finish teaching the curriculum to her 10th graders before they began test prep for their Global 
Regents Exam in June.  
 Dana had been consistently teaching her one 10th grade class since the last time we spoke 
in late February, four days a week (because of a rotating block schedule of 50 minute periods), 
and all alone. Jacob never once co-taught with Dana during that span, and there were even a few 
days when Jacob was absent where Dana had taken over his four US History sections as well. As 
the semester progressed, the amount of time she stayed at school to plan, grade, and work with 
the students remained similar to earlier in the semester. Dana generally got to school at 7:15am 
and left school around 3:30pm, but a third of the month she would stay until 5pm or 6pm to work 
on various things. Dana also continued to do a couple hours of work at home each night in 
addition to her long days at school. Moreover, to make extra money, Dana spent the weekends 
working 12 hours for a tutoring company between Saturday and Sunday. In other words, Dana 





 In terms of her schedule during the school day, it also remained the same from when we 
spoke months earlier. The only wrinkle in the day was Jacob would periodically step out of the 
classroom while Dana was teaching. This did not faze Dana: “I didn’t mind because I would very 
rarely talk to [Jacob] during my class period and it was just pretty much all me.” What was more 
telling was how her students reacted to Jacob leaving the room. When I asked Dana if her 
students noticed when Jacob left the room or if they changed when they did notice he was out, 
Dana responded, “Not really, not at all. He was barely acknowledged during 5th period.” 
 This trust that Jacob showed her by feeling comfortable to leave the room extended to the 
change in how they debriefed Dana’s lessons as the semester progressed: 
If there’s something specific that happened in the class we would talk about it. If I had a 
question we would talk 6th period usually. If not, though, we wouldn’t really have to talk 
about the class because I think you could see that I knew what I wanted to work on. At 
the beginning he would say, okay, so every day you should have something that you 
work on like walking around the class or calling on every student, not just the ones who 
talk the most. But by the end of the month I would say I think he trusted me to know 
what I wanted to work on most. 
 
 Dana continued to use a similar pedagogy to Jacob throughout the rest of the semester, 
despite her hesitancy to abide by that model after only doing it the first week. Her classes were 
grounded and guided by the document packets she created for each unit that had guiding 
questions throughout. As Dana noted, “once or twice I got bored with that and just put in the 
PowerPoint just for a little bit; but mostly it was secondary, primary images, or videos.” Dana 
found that the videos particularly engaged her students because “it was something different; it 
was a break in the monotony of school and if it was engaging and on their level or surprising to 
them then that would be very interesting.” She continued, “They liked it when I showed videos 





 Conversely, Dana noticed her use of secondary sources was not always as engaging for 
her students. She attributed this to using information that she herself found boring and that she 
did not yet have strategies of how to convey drier material in an engaging way to help students 
learn foundational content. As Dana put it: 
I was bored with it and I like history. I struggle to find some way to convey content. But I 
think it’s a lot of research to find primary sources that tell exactly what you want them to 
understand for the Regents. And it’s hard for them also confronted with a bunch of 
seemingly unrelated primary sources; sometimes it’s hard for them to get an idea from 
that. Ideally, that’s how it should be done but it’s tough in real time. 
 
Dana recognized when students were disconnected from the material and tried to make it 
relevant for them; but according to Dana, “it’s not always possible to pull it out from just a 
straight reading.” 
 When she was able to make the material relevant, Dana noticed a major difference in 
student engagement, but that engagement created classroom management problems for her: 
I think students were eager to talk about something that wasn’t history. So if they would 
hear an interesting example of me saying this is like you having your lunch table and 
someone else is just sitting at your lunch table without asking that you don’t even know. 
And they would immediately go talk to their friend about something that happened the 
other day and totally check out from the lesson and what it was supposed to be telling 
them about.  
 
Despite her struggles to facilitate this increase in energy in her class, Dana acknowledged that, 
“In that way it could be a classroom management thing that’s tough to manage. But I do think 
that if it’s done carefully it’s much more helpful than not having that at all. Because at least 
students are listening to that.” 
Over the course of her time at Morgan, Dana was able to see different approaches to and 
success with classroom management. She was then able to reflect on what strategies were 





instance, Dana compared a 9th grade Global History, a 10th grade English class, and a 12th grade 
Global Business class she observed: 
The freshman global class that I saw, the teacher saw it was extremely narrative 
and he would have his outline on the board. It was an ELL class so maybe that had to do 
with it but his style is also – he’s like a master storyteller. So he just tells the stories and 
has the outlines on the board and they’re all writing down.  
For the 12th grade global business class that was very different. It was much less 
structured, I would say a little chaotic and the teacher was less than nurturing, I would 
say. Sometimes sarcastic with students, things like that… 
And then the English class I saw was a different style and it was not quite as 
regimented as my cooperating teachers but it was similar in that there’s lots of 
opportunities for discussion in class and really pulling apart a text…I think the style was 
part modeling how to analyze text and part discussion and allowing those students [to 
become] engaged in that themselves. So I think that there is a lot of engagement in that 
class in the way that she structured it as opposed to the other two classes that I saw. 
 
 Dana started to notice the strong correlation between structure and student engagement 
and behavior. When I asked her if she thought lack of structured lessons contributed to the 
classroom becoming chaotic, she responded: 
Yeah, I think so. I think it’s hard for you to get students to listen to you if they don’t 
know what they’re doing at the time. So I think that’s why she had to keep being sarcastic 
and being a little bit short with students because they didn’t know what they were 
supposed to be doing so they would ask her and she would get angry. So I think the lack 
of organization kind of contributed to that class being chaotic. Because some of those 
students I saw in the U.S class and they weren’t like that in that class, they were much 
more engaged. 
 
 Dana measured this engagement by noticing students “asking questions, answering 
questions that all relate to the topic, [and] they would not spend as much time talking to who’s 
next to them; they wouldn’t be looking for papers and shuffling papers.” Instead, Dana could see 
the students “copying the classwork and making sure everything was [written] down.” She came 
to associate these behaviors with a classroom where structures and systems were implemented 





“exactly what’s expected of them during the day” whereas with the other classes she observed 
that were more chaotic, the classes were “kind of up in the air.”  
 When it came to her own classroom, by the end of the semester, Dana continued to 
struggle with students talking too much. As she described it: 
My class was very talkative, not disrespectful but just very chatty and very concerned 
with themselves. And so my difficulty was getting them to stop speaking long enough to 
[get] something out of what I had to do for them. And so the first couple of weeks, I 
guess were probably the toughest and it kind of was like a roller coaster. They were great 
one day and tough the next day, great for two days, [then] really bad. So it’s like I kept 
feeling like, oh now it’s better and then for one day they would just be awful and 
horrible. 
 
This made it hard for Dana to figure out and judge how she was doing. Dana noticed, “I 
finished my curriculum so I wasn’t getting super behind because of it and the students were 
paying attention. I think they gained what I wanted them to gain out of it. And I would say for 
most of the class, students were listening or quiet but there’s a lot of times where you would 
have just constant talking.” After trying the method of, “I’m going to wait til it’s quiet” earlier in 
the semester, Dana started to get “more confident with that, usually a little more forceful,” and 
she also tried “different reasoning techniques.” She started to realize that if she humanized her 
classroom, students often responded. So Dana tried, in instances where students were failing and 
acting out because of it, “explaining why the fact that you’re failing is because of this – [that it’s] 
not personal.” This rationalizing strategy and other strategies she tried to keep students focused 
came from Dana “looking at this class that’s talking and trying to think of what to do to make 
them stop;” in other words, she used trial and error.  
Moving forward Dana did not know how she would do things differently to keep students 
from talking. She noted: “I just don’t know what it would be. I don’t know, I guess I’m just 





because the things I was trying were, I guess, short term.” Dana had read articles from either her 
Methods course or one of her psychology courses that stressed, “establishing an atmosphere of 
community helps with classroom management,” though she acknowledged that she still might 
have difficulties with management even with a strong community. 
As Dana described: 
It’s hard, though because students would be good one day and very disruptive the next. 
Or there’ll be a bunch of students, different students all the time. So how do you choose 
one student to make an example? I don’t want to make one student an example for 
everyone else; I want it to be an informed, rational, and consistent decision. It’s very 
difficult because students are people and they’re not always the same people. 
 
In trying to cope with the unpredictability of her students, Dana tried to remain calm and also 
realize student outbursts are often about what is going on with the student outside of the 
classroom and was not about her. According to Dana, “I don’t let it show on my face, I just kind 
of ignored that. Again, that was just like a personal thing with the student, it didn’t affect the rest 
of the classroom so I didn’t view it as a classroom management problem, just a grumpy student 
problem.” Dana continued, “I try not to take it personally because the next day or the next two 
days they’ll be perfectly amiable.”  
 In trying to work with the students when they were having a “grumpy” day, Dana would 
try to speak with the student one-on-one to get to the underlying issues. When I asked her if this 
helped the problem moving forward, Dana responded, “Sometimes. I would say most of the time. 
The most recurrent talkers, if I spoke to them after class I would notice the change in the next 
two days, maybe. And then they go back to what they were doing.” Yet, Dana never had to speak 
with a student outside of class more than twice for disruptive behavior, which was telling of her 





 This decision to speak with students outside of class was Jacob’s idea, an idea that 
seemed to pay dividends for Dana. Jacob had told Dana, “Don’t make a scene in front of all 
those students because obviously you’re disrupting students more now that has happened. The 
point is to get everyone back to the lesson and not to have an argument with the student.” Dana 
found this advice, and all other advice from Jacob (like how to quiet down the classroom), useful 
because Dana did not enter student teaching with any kind of classroom management toolbox of 
strategies. According to Dana, she started out with no tools and then “kind of developed the 
toolbox” while student teaching – gaining “helpful strategies” from Jacob and by “develop[ing] 
some more [herself].” By the end of student teaching, Dana was at the point where she had a 
better “idea of what to do” with classroom management strategies. 
 While Dana finished student teaching with more strategies for coping with classroom 
management issues, her definition of classroom management remained rooted in the idea of 
order, just as it had at the beginning of her Methods course. She defined classroom management 
as, “Making sure that the classroom environment is such that students can learn without 
distractions and without hostility.” And because Dana was still not fully confident in her ability 
to establish that classroom environment in all school settings, her biggest fear heading into her 
first year of teaching remained classroom management. 
 When I asked Dana what areas of her teaching she was struggling with the most after 
completing student teaching, she said: 
I think it is classroom management. I feel confident in creating lessons that I will teach 
and I feel confident in creating assessments that are useful, [and] creating ways to create 
those assessments. I think the main thing I want to evolve more is classroom 
management… I want it to be to the point where I don’t have to worry about it. I want to 
have a series of responses that will make the classroom an enjoyable place for me and I 






In other words, Dana wanted to be able to focus on teaching and student learning without being 
concerned about how she might deal with classroom management problems. 
 Dana believed, to get to that point, she needed practice with actual students, but in the 
meantime she could “look up some different ways that teachers have used” and she “could do 
more observations” or “subbing” before she gets her own classroom. Dana believed having her 
own classroom to figure out her own classroom management strategies was critical because, “I 
don’t think I will know if they work until I do them myself because I said it has to work with my 
personality. If it’s something that’s totally alien to how I usually act I don’t think students will 
buy into it.”  
 That being said, Dana felt she could have been introduced to more strategies through her 
coursework so she could have tested them out during her student teaching, instead of having to 
wait to figure out what works for her when she is on her own during her first year of teaching. As 
she put it, “Regardless of the fact that not everything will work for every teacher, you can still 
have a list of things that have worked for some teachers that is more than two. So I think that it 
could be implemented, I think you could probably have a course on it.” She would have found 
such a course useful because Dana, “would pick the ones from the list that [she] could see 
[herself] doing and try it and if it didn’t work try something else and try to figure out what would 
work in the moment. But having more in the toolbox…is much more helpful.” Dana continued, “I 
think the only way you really see if something works is if you put it into practice.” 
 After getting such practice during her student teaching, Dana walked away with a good 
idea of what she excelled at as a teacher: 
I think I have a good rapport with the students especially individually, but in class too, I 
think students can see that I’m listening to their responses and I’m interested in 
incorporating their responses in what I’m doing. And I think that I’m doing well in the 





the lesson and I don’t think that’s true of everyone. So I think in that sense I’m pretty 
good at making sure the timing is staying on course. I think I am good at creating 
activities that will bring about the understanding that I want students to have. 
 
Jacob believed Dana was ready to take over a classroom. According to Jacob: 
I’ve had 14 student teachers and there have been other good ones that I’ve had before. 
She’s the first student teacher that I’ve ever had that on her last day…half a dozen 
[students], after she taught her last lesson and it was lunchtime, came in and gave her a 
cake. That’s very rare for students to do that with any teacher let alone a teacher who is a 
student teacher. 
 
Jacob felt Dana was between an 8 or 9 when it came to her pedagogical skills. His confidence in 
Dana also came through when he evaluated her using the DCMA rubric. In his evaluation of 
Dana, he marked Dana as “Exemplary” in nearly every sub-category of “Classroom Culture & 
Community” and “Pedagogy” and he marked the entire domain of “Diversity in Context” as 
“Exemplary.” Jacob did not believe Dana was “Developing” in any element of DCMA. 
 Dana was much more critical of herself when evaluating her own teaching using the 
DCMA rubric. She believed herself to be “Developing” in “Flexibility in Management Style,” 
most elements of the “Cultural Responsiveness” and “Socio-Economic Class Responsiveness” 
sub-domains of “Diversity in Context,” one element of “Managing Misbehavior” under the 
“Pedagogy” domain, and parts of building a “Caring Community” and “Encouraging 
Community” under “Classroom Culture & Community.” Dana found herself “Acceptable” for 
the remaining elements of the DCMA rubric, save four elements of “Pedagogy” where she felt 
she was “Exemplary.” 
 Yet despite her self-critique, Dana also believed she was ready to take over her own 
class. On a scale of 1 – 10 of how prepared she felt to take over her own class, Dana felt she was 
an 8.5: 
Because I feel as though I did most of the things that I would have to do; I just didn’t do 





physically and mentally able to do the tasks. The only thing that’s left for me is to find 
the time to do them a lot. So I think that I could do it. I’m not perfectly prepared but I’m 
definitely not deficient. 
 
Most of all, Dana was eager to be the lead teacher in her own classroom – a teacher that could 
learn from her experiences and grow as an educator. As she put it: “The most exciting thing 
about having my own classroom would be the relative autonomy I would have in creating my 
own atmosphere of learning and deciding the most important things to teach and explore.” She 
continued, “It will also be nice to feel like an equal among the teachers in the school; I also look 






Chapter Seven: Conrad’s Story 
“I just feel like there wasn’t any [training in classroom management strategies], pretty much. And I feel 
like that’s like the biggest thing that teachers are going to struggle with, especially young [teachers] – 
when you’re young and you want to be liked and all these other things. If you lose the class, you could lose 
your job and it’s hard to get that back after you lose it. So that’s like the basic requirement for being a 
teacher, you have to know how to manage the classroom, if you can’t manage the classroom then what are 
you there for? You’re basically just a ringleader in a circus.” 
-Conrad after completing his Methods II course 
 
“I mean last time I had no idea what classroom management was, but I thought it was behavior. But when 
you actually start teaching or assisting…you start to see all the different parts of it, a lot of things that you 
wouldn’t think about as you go along. So experience really lets you see this is also a major part of what 
we’re doing…As I go on further I’ll probably learn about 30 more different terms for classroom 
management. By the end of May I’ll probably know 50, so many more things about classroom 
management.” 
-Conrad after a month of student teaching 
 
“I think certain strategies; stop, spotlight – different things like that, suggestions, I feel like classroom 
management is something you could transfer. You could learn that in class and that could be easier for you 
to use in the classroom versus teaching styles or lesson plans. Classroom management is little things here 
and there, it’s not like a whole different persona you’re adapting; it’s just little strategies here and there.” 
-Conrad after completing student teaching 
 
Conrad’s Road to Teaching 
 The moment you meet Conrad you realize what a laid-back and grounded person he is. 
His personable nature is inviting, a trait one could see as translating well to teaching. But 
teaching was not something he always wanted to do. Growing up in a suburb northwest of New 
York City, Conrad “never really wanted to be a teacher per se.” When he went to a small 
Catholic college near his hometown he dabbled with the idea of teaching; however, he missed 
the mandatory meeting with the education department, so they would not let him get an 
education major. Therefore, he majored in history – his favorite subject – and sociology and 
planned to pursue a master’s or PhD in history after graduating; his heart was not set on 
becoming a teacher. 
Conrad’s desire to teach changed once he started tutoring to make some extra money in 
college. It was there he realized working with kids was fun. As he put it, “I enjoyed interacting 





cool, especially when they were grasping the knowledge.” This experience made Conrad think “I 
should just get my master’s in adolescent education,” because when it came down to it, he 
“really wanted to do something that has some meaning.” According to Conrad, “I don’t want to 
have a job that’s repetitive and boring and it’s the same thing 9am-5pm;” rather, “I look forward 
to having a difficult student this day…[where] no day is ever the same…that’s kind of exciting, 
something that can keep me on my feet because I tend to be complacent. It’s just exciting.”  
Conrad, an African-American in his early 20s, entered Public University’s Master’s 
program in Adolescent Social Studies directly after graduating with his B.A. Unlike many of his 
peers who worked before going back to school to become a teacher, Conrad decided it was 
necessary for him to continue the momentum of going to school. As he told me, “I feel like a 
break would have been good, but knowing my personality, I probably would have been slacking 
off to make a little bit of money to pay some bills and the next thing you know 10 years later 
you’re still at the same spot.” The downside for Conrad of going straight from his B.A. program 
into an M.A. program – burnout. He acknowledged, “we go to school with older kids too and 
they’re way more motivated. But I just want to get it over with; I’m so sick of school.”  
This feeling of being a burned out student was trumped for Conrad by the realization that 
there were not many jobs where he could apply his history degree. As a result, he believed 
teaching could be that outlet to find meaning in his work and share his love of history.  
 
Conrad’s Methods Course – From Beginning to End 
Like with Dana, I met Conrad at the end of his Methods I course with Professor Lee; but 
I started getting to know him and his experiences at Public University at the beginning of his 





was sick of being in school and did not find much value in his education coursework. In a 
questionnaire he filled out at the beginning of his Methods II course, Conrad exclaimed, “To be 
honest, I think we need to be in the school to really learn. A lot of these classes feel like filler. I 
don’t think you can learn teaching from classes alone.”  
That sentiment was reflected in the tone with which he wrote about his expectations for 
the Methods II course: “I think this class is important by default because we really don’t have 
any other class that handles this idea of teaching history specifically.” Despite these 
unenthusiastic feelings, Conrad was hoping to learn more differentiation strategies and get more 
experience crafting different types of lessons plans in order to prepare him for student teaching.  
While Conrad highlighted wanting to learn more differentiation techniques from 
Professor Lee, his greatest fear about his first year teaching, like Dana and so many of his peers 
nationally, was classroom management: “I’m just concerned about how I would handle a rowdy 
class or what to do if a student is misbehaving or being blatantly disrespectful.”27 In this 
questionnaire, Conrad was defining classroom management as “the way a teacher handles the 
classroom. Basically their techniques and strategies to keep students interested while maintaining 
control” – a definition comparable to the most traditional conceptions of classroom management 
focused on discipline, control, and order.  
Yet, this did not mean Conrad wanted to be an authoritarian teacher; rather, as he is “laid 
back” by nature, he wanted to “establish boundaries early” but still “be himself…to be able to 
joke around while still keeping the students under control by being firm.” These ideas of 
classroom management and his perceived teaching style were drawn from his best teachers 
                                                 
27 Conrad’s second stated fear was helping students pass standardized tests. With the national, state, and city push 
for standardization and accountability for students and teachers, Conrad said: “I also don’t know what to do if my 
students keep failing exams despite my best efforts.” Both his concern about classroom management and helping 






growing up, teachers who “were always strict about class work, behavior, attendance, effort, and 
exams. However, they were also very personable, showed they were humans, and appeared to 
enjoy what they are doing. This was effective because they set clear guidelines but they still 
made the classroom fun and relaxing.”  
With the help of these model teachers, Conrad had a sense of who he wanted to be as a 
teacher, but at the beginning of his Methods II course he did not feel prepared to take over his 
own class. And Conrad’s main reason for that: “I haven’t really learned classroom management. 
And I feel experience is needed to prepare me for that. We haven’t had any teaching experience 
yet so I don’t know if I could do it.”  
As the semester progressed, Conrad’s disillusionment with the effectiveness of education 
courses persisted. When I spoke with him at the end of his Methods II course, he conveyed that 
his Methods II course was “less applicable [than Methods I]...because it was too similar to 
Methods I [and it] felt like it was just a repeat to what [they] were doing.” He felt it was 
“tedious” and “boring” and “more of a waste of time” than Methods I. Overall, he did not feel 
that this course or his previous Methods course prepared him for student teaching. 
The reason Conrad believed the class was not “practical” was that Professor Lee relied on 
Singer’s book too much, which broke up material in a way Conrad did not envision himself 
teaching. This led him to doing his assignments, which relied on the Singer text, with the 
attitude, “just do it, but I would never ever utilize this whole unit curriculum because it just 
didn’t make sense.” Instead of relying on Singer’s theme-based way of teaching the global 
history curriculum, Conrad would have preferred getting curriculum used in high school 9th and 





And it wasn’t just Conrad who was not drawn to the Singer book. A majority of students 
in Professor Lee’s course were not consistently reading the text, which became clear to Professor 
Lee early on when she tried to discuss the chapters assigned and nobody had anything to say. 
This resulted in Professor Lee requiring pairs to utilize the Singer text during their student-led 
lessons lessons. Once that occurred, Conrad, and other students I spoke with, stopped reading the 
text all together. As he divulged, “I rented it on my iPad and I just didn’t renew it.” Since this 
was the only text required for the course, he read no other texts for the course. 
The larger issue for Conrad was there was not a consistent focus on or discussion of 
specific pedagogical methods in the course. In both the weekly student-led lessons and their 
curriculum project, he never felt like he learned skills that would translate to the classroom. 
When I asked him if teaching his lesson to the class was useful, he responded succinctly, “not 
really.” They were asked to teach their lessons in pairs, but they were not really given guidelines 
on what to do. This resulted in most students copying the pedagogical style of the first group to 
present – Dana and her partner. Conrad and his partner Sam (along with two of their friends who 
did a “fishbowl” debate)28 tried to deviate from that norm, but he felt they were graded more 
harshly because of it; yet he also believed their lessons were the best of the class because they 
were different. Even though he liked how Sam and he were more creative with their lesson, Sam 
ended up taking most of the lead. According to Conrad, “we had organized roles, but Sam, once 
you get him talking, he just goes on and on;” therefore, he did not get much practice from the 
experience. 
                                                 
28 “Fishbowl activities allow a student to practice a skill under peer review and audience. In the fishbowl activity, a 
group of students are chosen to discuss a given topic. The rest of the class watches, listens, or reads the transcript of 
the discussion. A secondary discussion occurs concerning the outcomes and process of the first. Another technique 






After they finished, the class seemed to like their lesson, but Professor Lee critiqued Sam 
and Conrad for deviating from the Singer text and for having poor transitions. While 
transitioning is a key element of lesson implementation (as seen in DCMA), Conrad heard 
Professor Lee’s critique that they needed to work on transitions, but he came away feeling, “I 
don’t really know where I need to improve teaching-wise.”  
To make the teaching of sample lessons more useful, Conrad wished Professor Lee had 
let students present alone. This strategy was used in the only class Conrad consistently credited 
as providing him with practical teaching skills – his Literacy course. In this course, when he did 
his own lesson in front of the class, students provided anonymous constructive feedback on 
pieces of paper afterward,29 which Conrad said, “that’s probably the only class that I think I 
really learned something from.”  
When I asked Conrad if he learned anything from watching his peers teach in Methods II, 
his response was the same as when he spoke of his own teaching experience – “not really.” One 
of the major reasons these weekly activities were not very useful for Conrad was that he was not 
“paying too much attention.” Conrad liked “to take on the persona of the bad student. And it’s 
just me being lazy. The thing is after the first couple – I just stopped really paying attention 
because everybody was doing the same thing. They’d have an introduction then you’re going to 
be analyzing documents, and that was it.” The lack of diverse strategies used by the students, 
according to Conrad, was because: “[Professor Lee] didn’t really give us guidelines on what to 
do; we just come up with a lesson. But I felt like after some people started doing that everybody 
else wanted to do it.” 
                                                 
29 Conrad noted that students in his Methods II class were too nice to critique one another after a lesson was taught; 





Because a majority of the “teaching” time was dominated by document analysis, Conrad 
felt there was not much about people’s teaching to actually critique: “I could say, ‘yeah, these are 
good documents.’ But it’s nothing like – them saying, ‘oh, I like the way he approached this 
topic and he came in and analyzed and explained this.’ It was difficult.” He wanted to be 
learning concrete strategies, which did not happen.  
Additionally, the whole experience did not seem authentic to Conrad because teaching 
fellow college students was not the same as teaching adolescents. Conrad believed the purpose of 
practicing teaching was to work on classroom management. Yet he found, “it’s hard to do that 
because you’re in college and the kids are always paying attention and being nice and respectful; 
they’re not going to give you any issues.” This idyllic setting, in essence, defeated for him the 
purpose of creating and practicing how to implement lessons.  
Conrad also found their main course assessment – their curriculum project – was not 
practical. He felt like such projects could be “good to throw in here or there,” but he was more 
concerned with, “how are you testing this stuff [and] how much knowledge do you have?” 
Conrad attributed this lack of practicality to Professor Lee’s ideological approach to the class: 
“She could be very ideological sometimes with the way she thinks.” Plus, he recognized (without 
being explicitly told by her) that she was not a history person or an adolescent educator.30 As a 
result, Conrad noted, “Some activity she brought in to learn how to analyze political cartoons but 
it wasn’t working with us because it was for little kids. I think that was probably the main 
disconnect with us, she never dealt with high school kids.” Conrad wanted assignments and 
strategies he could directly apply to his own teaching. In Methods II, he did not think any aspect 
of his curriculum project could be used in his future classroom (because it had to adhere to 
                                                 
30 This, of course, was no fault of either Professor Lee or the students in her course; she was assigned to teach the 





Singer’s thematic teaching framework) and he wanted Professor Lee to critique his historical 
application within the lessons – something he thought she was not equipped to do because of her 
background.  
Conrad did, however, appreciate their discussions about fieldwork. According to Conrad, 
one of the more interesting times in class was “talking to each other about fieldwork and seeing 
how they’re doing because it’s interesting seeing what everybody is doing versus what we’re 
doing.” They would sometimes have these discussions in small groups and other times as a 
whole class; Conrad found the small group discussions more valuable: “When we’re in the big 
group it’s like people wouldn’t talk as much because you don’t want to be as critical with 
[Professor Lee]. If somebody had something really cool that they saw they would tell us – most 
of the time it was just typical behavior.”  
By the end of the course, Conrad felt he learned how to lesson plan, but the classes 
focused mostly on theory and “all that stuff [they] did [even if it was not straight theory]…just 
wasn’t applicable.” In all, Conrad said 70% of his classes were about educational theory, which 
is why he “hated graduate school.” He continued, “it’s too much theory in my opinion because 
when I’m doing my job eventually, I’m not going to think, ‘oh man, wait, what did this 
psychologist say about that?’” Conrad did concede that theory could be useful if it is not the only 
thing taught in education school: “I guess theory can be beneficial, but I just don’t see the 
practicality in us learning straight theory the entire time. [We]’d be better off just [having Public 
University] send us out [to the field] and watching [teachers.]” Conrad continued, “I think that 
because we get so much of it I’ve grown to hate it; but there is some practicality in what the 
theories say…I [just] think we need to practice it a lot more.” For instance, Conrad noted: 
Different behavioral concepts, like different disorders that you learn about that you might 





stuff, like let’s say somebody is suicidal. Like the stuff we learn about the theories, how 
they define that, that’s something that we’re not going to learn simply by watching us do 
it in class. We’ll just figure out, he’s having a bad couple of days; maybe his girlfriend 
broke up with him. But you start looking at science and being withdrawn and all those 
other factors that go into it; negativity, lateness, you know, all that stuff. I wouldn’t be 
able to pick up on that stuff if I didn’t have some form of theory. But that stuff plays its 
part.  
 
The problem was that so few classes for Conrad provided this type of praxis. Only his Literacy 
class consistently provided him with concrete, practical feedback on teaching. Yet as Conrad 
aptly pointed out, “it’s hard to teach education.”  
 At the conclusion of Methods II, it was clear the course did not have a profound impact 
on Conrad; the way he spoke about teaching, the skills he desired, and his biggest fears mirrored 
how he spoke about those things at the beginning of the semester. Conrad’s biggest teaching fear 
remained classroom management. As he wrote in his end of the semester questionnaire: “My 
biggest fear is losing control of the class. I don’t want to put myself in a position where the 
students don’t respect me and then I won’t be able to get it back.” Conrad did not get any 
assistance with strategies to address these fears; though he believed if he had, he thought he 
“definitely” would have been better off: 
I just feel like there wasn’t any [training in classroom management strategies], pretty 
much. And I feel like that’s like the biggest thing that teachers are going to struggle with, 
especially young [teachers] – when you’re young and you want to be liked and all these 
other things. If you lose the class, you could lose your job and it’s hard to get that back 
after you lose it. So that’s like the basic requirement for being a teacher, you have to 
know how to manage the classroom, if you can’t manage the classroom then what are you 
there for? You’re basically just a ringleader in a circus. 
 
Conrad continued, at this point, to define classroom management in a more traditional 
way, focusing on behavior, structure, and organization: “The student behavior component, 
there’s the teacher preparation component, the way the material is organized, it’s all 





he did not attribute it to his coursework, but from his own experiences as a student. He added the 
concept of planning to his definition because: 
The behavior is a lot of times predicated on how you plan the lesson. So if you’re doing 
10 lessons in a row straight lecture the behavior is going to get gradually worse, you just 
lecture. I feel like if you break it up and do something unique to start the class, play a 
game they never thought about playing. So if the lessons are structured pretty well I think 
that’d help alleviate a lot of behavior problems. 
 
Aside from his fear of classroom management, Conrad really hoped his student teaching 
experience would provide him with a stronger foundation for his first year teaching. He saw it as 
a time where he could “get rid of bad habits” and “try different things.” He was especially 
excited to plan “real” lessons. As he pointed out, “when we do these lesson plans now [in 
classes], I don’t do it with the intention of, ‘oh, I’m going to have to teach it’, I just do it, just 
write the stuff down and get it over with. I’m going to have to start thinking about, ‘okay, how 
am I going to say this? How am I going to introduced this to the class;’ kind of rehearsing it.” 
With regard to planning and implementing these lessons, Conrad realized: “I’m just going to 
have to learn and see how it goes. We taught two lessons our entire time in grad school and the 
implementation wasn’t even that good with those. I think that’s something were going to have to 
figure it out as we go. As time goes on I think I’ll gradually pull it together.” In all, he saw 
student teaching as chance to “figure out what I’m best at, my skills and how I could build 
around my strengths and the student strength. And I think student teaching is the only way we’re 
really going to know.” 
Conrad was nervous about getting a cooperating teacher who would not give him the 
chance to experiment with his craft and take chances to help him figure out the teacher he 
wanted to be. But, above all, he was eager to get in front of the classroom. As he put it, “I’m 






One Month Into Conrad’s Student Teaching 
 I caught up with Conrad one month into his student teaching at Countee Cullen Primary 
and Middle School, a Kindergarten through 8th grade neighborhood school. Cullen, a school with 
843 students and 93% attendance, has a student population that is 68% Latina/o, 26% Black, 3% 
Asian, and 2% White, 100% of which receive free and reduced priced lunches; 24% of these 
students are in special education and 15% are English Language Learners. The students at Cullen 
scored just below the city average on the Math and English Language Arts state exams. 
Conrad was placed to work with Jeanette, a Latina woman who was a product of the New 
York City public schools and university system before attending a top Catholic university in her 
hometown to become a teacher; her first and only teaching job was at Cullen, where she had 
taught for half a decade. Jeannette taught two sections of 8th grade U.S. history, one section of 7th 
grade U.S. history, and one section of Spanish. Because she viewed her 8th grade students as 
more challenging, she gave Conrad her one 7th grade class to take over. That class, which had 28 
students, had an even mix of boys and girls and was mostly Latina/o with a fair number of Black 
students. Conrad began the semester by proactively getting involved with students during group 
work, and then after the school’s February break the third week of the month, Conrad took over 
the 7th grade class.  
 Conrad generally got to school around 7:45am, before his cooperating teacher would 
show up, and then he would leave Cullen around 2:45pm, unless he stayed to help students with 
ELA exams or debate prep. He had a lot of free time during the day, since he only taught one 
class and had two free preps; therefore, he did not always have much work to do after school or 





assign homework daily, he did not always have much to grade. Additionally, his planning did not 
absorb too much time for him; this can mostly be attributed to the school having so many trips 
and assemblies that disrupted class and forced Conrad to get behind schedule. As a result, he had 
extra time to plan lessons. Conrad tried to stay two days ahead in his planning, only struggling to 
do this on his first week of teaching when he was “scrambling to come up with something.” His 
biggest hassle with planning was conforming to the detailed lesson plan Jeannette required him 
to produce. He sent each of these lessons to Jeannette for feedback, but received very little. 
 While he was excited to finally be teaching, Conrad was not overwhelmingly positive 
about how his student teaching was going: “I mean it’s going. It started out rough, it was 
supposed to start out bad because I’m not supposed to know how to do this.” As he mentioned: 
I don’t think I was [prepared to take over the class] – it was rough. I don’t think you can 
ever be prepared until you actually start doing. I was confident in front of people, but 
speaking is different from teaching so I didn’t – it was all new, all fresh, I didn’t know 
like what the student abilities really were…but in hindsight I am thinking I wasn’t 
prepared; but who is going to be prepared starting [out with] your first experience, and 
that is the point, trial by fire. 
 
Despite these ambivalent feelings, on his first day of teaching, Conrad felt at ease:  
I wasn’t scared at all when I got up there. It was like really calm, I was walking around 
the class, I had already interacted with a lot of students it wasn’t like anything too nerve 
racking. I knew they didn’t go as well as I wanted to just because I didn’t finish the 
PowerPoint and we never got to the group activity. But other than that I felt like when we 
actually went over the material we were getting somewhere. 
 
The only thing he was nervous about was Jeannette and how she would critique him and figuring 
how to get his students to focus. For instance, on that first day, he forgot to do his objectives and 
he struggled with getting the students to be quiet: “they were too loud because I didn’t know how 
to quiet them down. ‘Ssshhh’ doesn’t work; they do the 3,2,1 clap methods.” But he was not too 





His biggest frustration and struggle was with the Workshop Model – a pedagogical 
structure where teachers begins class with an “I do” teacher lecture or mini-lesson, followed by a 
“You do” where students practice individually or in small groups what was just taught, then class 
finishes with a “We do” where the class comes together to discuss and evaluate the independent 
or paired practice – which became a major theme throughout my discussion with Conrad. The 
Workshop Model was a mandated model of instruction used at Cullen (which many schools 
across New York City have started to do.) As Conrad put it: “At that school the hardest thing 
probably was just the Workshop Model because we only have 6-10 minutes of actual instruction, 
everything else is group activity. We’re trying to plan something that goes with George 
Washington’s Farewell Address or the constitution every single day; it’s annoying.” Conrad 
went so far as to say, “I’ll just stick with it for now because I need to get that recommendation 
letter…If it was high school and I was doing this I would probably want to kill myself all the 
time.”  
 What also made his planning and compliance with the Workshop Model challenging was 
that Conrad received little guidance from Jeannette. According to Conrad, Jeannette describes 
herself as type A and very structured; but she “never really told [him] what she wanted from 
[him];” so he would try something he thought she would approve and she would simply say “you 
did this wrong.” Part of the problem for Conrad was that in the beginning of the semester, he did 
not realize he was only allowed to use the Workshop Model. So he deviated from it, taking 
longer to do the lecture, which Jeannette did not like. Conrad quickly learned how he needed to 
adapt his lessons, but he continued to exclusively receive comments on what he needed to 
improve and nothing about what he was doing well: “She doesn’t really tell me when I’m doing 





where I stand with her because it’s always like, ‘you can change this.’ She’s always telling me 
what I need to improve.” Other than one positive comment on his third day, Conrad had to guess 
at what he did well: “[Jeannette] hasn’t really given me much to know where I’m at. She just 
gave me a roster last week to put grades in. But then I think if I was doing that bad she would 
probably step in and take over.” So, by conjecture, he assumed he was doing something right, 
though it was never articulated to him.  
It was not until his Public University field supervisor observed him the first time and 
gave him high marks that he started to build some confidence in his teaching: “So in my mind I 
feel terrible, but then my field supervisor came and she was like, that was really good, she gave 
me a 3.7 out of 4. And I’m like, that’s the first positive [feedback] I’ve had in weeks.” This type 
of negative feedback by Jeannette was consistent with how she interacted with her two previous 
student teachers. Both of them, according to Conrad (one of whom works at Cullen now), said, 
“she wasn’t supportive enough.” Conrad summed up Jeannette’s mentoring philosophy when he 
stated, “I feel like she’s like Warren Buffet; he’s not going to just tell you all his secrets; you got 
to pick them up, actually working for him.” Jeannette rarely provided feedback after his lessons 
(which dissipated as the semester progressed) and gave few comments on his lessons plans; 
therefore, he really needed to guess what he was doing well and what he needed to work on. 
Conrad also realized early on that the main thing he was not prepared to do in terms of 
his teaching was cope with classroom management problems – “quieting [the students] down.” 
He was not provided a “toolbox” of classroom management strategies from Public University 
other than a tip from his Special Education professor who suggested teachers give disruptive 





giving us some steps probably, maybe even methods and whatnot.” Though he really felt, at this 
point in the semester that:  
Classroom management…is something that you got to figure out on your own…you got 
to know what works for you. It depends on your persona because some people think 
classroom management according to their persona is, ‘I got to yell at you’. Other people 
don’t feel a need to do that. I think a lot of it is trial and error…what do you feel 
comfortable doing? Some of these techniques people might not want to use.”  
 
What Conrad was able to come up with was the school’s 3,2,1 clap method and using his deep 
voice to get their attention; once he did this, managing them “became easier.”  
An additional hurdle for Conrad in coping with classroom management issues was that he 
did not see eye to eye with Jeannette in terms of her classroom management disposition. 
According to Conrad, “[Jeannete’s] that disciplinarian that has moments of chill, so for the most 
part she’s pretty strict with them, she’s not afraid to be angry with them. So when it comes to 
student behavior we’re like polar opposites.” Conrad had a different approach. He believed there 
is “definitely” a strong relationship between student engagement (and not being a disciplinarian) 
and behavior. He felt, “I’d rather have students call out and be interested than just call out just 
for nothing. If you’re engaged and you’re calling out answers I might say, ‘okay, I need to see 
hands,’ but I like that, I want them to be engaged. And I want the freedom to do that. So if 
they’re engaged I feel like everything goes smoother.”  
Conrad also began to see the connection between classroom management and building 
relationships with the students. In discussing how he valued that the students liked him and 
wanted to talk with him, he extrapolated on the idea that building these bonds had a direct impact 
on how students behaved in his class. As he noted,  
I’m not their best friend, but it does feel good to know that they don’t hate me. They’re 
not afraid of me. I don’t want the students to be afraid of me. I’m their teacher. I’m not 
the police. I don’t want you to think I’m a cop. I’m a real person. They also don’t give me 





and it’s like I try to build tighter relationship with the bad kids so that when I do have to 
kick them in the back of the class they’d know I don’t hate them but I have to do this. 
The worst kids like me the most. 
 
Conrad found he was able to build a connection with these students because he could recognize 
early on who the more challenging students would be: 
I know in the back of my head, ‘you’re going to be a problem and I’m going to have to 
take care of this’ so let me establish myself from a regular guy basis…We can still be 
cool and everything but just know that I’m expecting you to do work and if you don’t 
you’re going to have to deal with the consequences’.  
 
This approach seemed to work for Conrad,31 an approach that was counter to Jeannette. Conrad 
acknowledged: “I’m not as angry as [Jeannette]; when I [send] them [to the] back [of the room], 
they might be a little mad at first, but in the end they don’t give me any problems and they’re 
over it the next day.” In other words, because he had a connection with his students he was able 
to take disciplinary action when needed and have students respect those decisions. It worked 
because Conrad realized if he became accessible to the students and humanized himself that 
students would respect him more, be engaged in class, and listen to him when he did have to 
discipline them. 
These realizations about classroom management mirrored the evolving way in which 
Conrad was coming to define the term. At this juncture in the semester, he saw classroom 
management as: 
Student behavior – but it’s also time frames, how you structure your lessons, even 
management can be like what ideas are you emphasizing, what’s the important thing that 
you want to make sure that they know by the end of the day. And it’s so many different 
things but I think it’s time spent on each topic, I think it’s student behavior, it’s probably 
teacher behavior too, like how’s my persona, how am I dealing with different situations. 
And just the ability to, being able to handle any situation. How do you deal with different 
distractions as they come up? 
                                                 
31 This idea of connecting and engaging the students is something Conrad learned from working in retail at Macy’s. 
At Macy’s, they always stressed building relationships with customers. He saw the benefits of this strategy as he 
found that he never had problems with customers “because of that relationship you have with them…[I found that] 






His experiences in the classroom shaped this new understanding of classroom management. As 
he pointed out, “I mean last time I had no idea what classroom management was, but I thought it 
was behavior. But when you actually start teaching or assisting…you start to see all the different 
parts of it, a lot of things that you wouldn’t think about as you go along. So experience really lets 
you see this is also a major part of what we’re doing.” Conrad continued by acknowledging, “as I 
go on further I’ll probably learn about 30 more different terms for classroom management. By 
the end of May I’ll probably know 50, so many more things about classroom management.” 
Despite many of his frustrations, Conrad tried to just focus on the positive takeaways 
from his student teaching. For starters, as he got more time in front of the class, Conrad became 
better adept at understanding how much to push his students. As he noted, “I know how 
everything operates; it’s like I know how not to overwhelm the class, what is too much to do and 
what is too little to do.” Conrad became more comfortable with each part of the lesson, though 
he struggled to come up with a quality activity for every class. 
Because he was self-reflective, Conrad quickly realized he was not getting through to 
every student: “The kids that I expected to get it who always get it, got it. But everybody else 
didn’t get it. They were thinking about, I don’t know how else I could have done an activity for 
that. It’s like making them read something long and boring.” He knew he could push the 
students; he was just trying to figure out how and how much. As he explained, “it’s kind of hard 
finding that middle road. Because I know they could do the work if I push them to it.” 
What Conrad found that consistently engaged his students were his “Do Now”32 activities 
that started class. These worked well with his students because, according to Conrad, “I can 
                                                 
32 “Do Now” is an education term used for the activity that starts class. Usually it is used to review material from the 
previous day and/or to hook students into the lesson for the day. Conrad’s strategy of using the “Do Now” to make a 





connect it to relevant stuff. I put them in scenarios, like, how would you think if you were like? I 
like to give them things that they’re used to.” For instance, when Conrad’s class was learning 
about the political rivalry between Thomas Jefferson and Alexander Hamilton, he had his “Do 
Now” ask students to determine whether two rival NBA players could work together. His 
students got into this debate and then he was able to make the connection back to Jefferson and 
Hamilton. Conrad and his students enjoyed connecting the history to present day: “That’s 
exciting for me, when I get to make those connections. I feel like I just hand out papers all the 
time…the [students are] so much more engaged during the ‘Do Nows’ than anything because I 
always try to just make it something that they know.” 
It’s when he would transition from the “Do Now” to the lecture and then activities when 
Conrad felt he started to lose his students: “It’s like the minute that lecture comes on I know it’s 
over.” And then when they get into group work, Conrad felt like it ended up being “amateurs 
teaching amateurs” when students are trying to teach each other; “you’ll hear them trying to 
clarify things to each other and it’s like, they’re completely wrong.” Despite these frustrations, 
he was getting more used to the Workshop Model and more comfortable with his students and 
being the lead teacher. 
Overall, after a month of student teaching, Conrad valued the teaching experience he was 
gaining and the relationships he had built with the students. As he noted, “it’s striking me how 
attached I’m becoming to some of these kids. They come to me with their problems; I didn’t 
think they would come up to me like this especially the boys. It’s cool, I like what I’m doing; it’s 
fun. If I wasn’t doing the Workshop Model, this would be the best moments of my life.” 
 
After Conrad Completed His Student Teaching 






 I spoke with Conrad the week after he completed his student teaching at the end of May. 
He had been teaching continuously since we had last spoken, still in charge of Jeannette’s one 7th 
grade class. However, because of state testing, assemblies, field trips, and other distractions to 
the schedule, the total number of days he taught was drastically limited. He said, because of 
these interruptions, he never taught his students five consecutive days, making it challenging to 
have continuity with the students and curriculum.  
The amount of time Conrad was spending at Cullen remained about the same; but since 
Jeannette did not get to school until just before class, he started to spend the mornings before 
first period with the science teacher, the only other male teacher in the middle school. Then 
during the day, since they never taught five consecutive days, he had much more time to plan 
and he was able to use the extra time to stay days ahead in his planning. However, Conrad’s 
planning was not happening with Jeannette and sometimes they would go an entire day with only 
speaking five sentences to each other.  
The discord between Jeannette and Conrad had worsened, as he noted, “I didn’t like my 
cooperating teacher, but that didn’t stop me from enjoying the experience…it was definitely 
stressful and sometimes not because of the course load, but because I was more concerned about 
what she was going to say about this lesson plan and how she’s going to react to this.” He 
continued: 
My cooperating teacher didn’t say anything when I was teaching but if I had a lesson and 
she didn’t like it, [she would say] ‘okay, you’re not teaching this.’ That’s how it was. So I 
enjoyed it, [but] that was probably the thing that was most frustrating; I couldn’t do 
everything I wanted. And I didn’t want to do certain unique ideas that I had because it’s 
like I don’t think that she would be like, ‘okay, you can do that.’ 
 
 To illustrate the difference between what Conrad hoped to do in his classroom versus 





She’s very big on skits; I hate skits. I would rather do a simulation [of a] courtroom 
activity or something when we’re talking about something like Marbury vs. Madison or 
different things. But I know she does not like doing court cases and things like that in 
social studies; she thinks it takes too much time. And that’s something that’d be cool to 
get the kids to think critically. When she would do skits, two-thirds of [what the student 
were graded on] would be performance and participation and one-third would be factual 
evidence – and [the skits would] never be factual. That’s why I just never like doing it. 
 
Other than a difference between Jeannette and Conrad in how they wanted to facilitate classroom 
activities, Conrad wished he had a supportive mentor in Jeannette – something he had also 
struggled with earlier in the semester. When he discussed the CT of his friend who was an 
English student teacher at Cullen, Conrad alluded to the type of CT he did want: “If [my friend] 
was stressed out and had a lot of work – like there were days when she was doing her lesson 
plans in the morning, her cooperating teacher was like, ‘that’s okay, I’m not going to get you to 
grade any of my work, just focus on your lessons.’ And I’m sitting here and I’m like, ‘I want 
that.’”  
Instead, for Conrad, “it was like [Jeannette] was [his] boss; it wasn’t like she was [his] 
mentor.” Jeannette would tell Conrad what she wanted done, and according to Conrad, “I had to 
do it and if it was bad she’d let me know and if it was good I would have no idea and that would 
just be the end of it. The most that she gave when I sent her a lesson was, ‘looks good;’ that was 
it.” In other words, his student teaching experience essentially became him teaching on his own 
without feedback or support, with a teacher in the back while he taught. He summed up this 
experience when he stated, “I like student teaching; you’re getting teaching experience, but…it’s 
your cooperating teacher’s classroom.”33  
                                                 
33 There was also an incident at the school where students were evacuated because of an explosion in a near by 
building; but students were freaking out because they did not know what was happening. So Conrad told the 
students there was a small gas leak hoping to calm them down. But the Special Education teacher who works with 
Jeannette told the principal how Conrad crossed the line by telling the students what happened and then Jeannette 
said he was having “inappropriate relations with the students.” This angered Conrad, especially with how the 





 Yet this did not dampen Conrad’s spirits when we talked. He was more positive than 
when we spoke a month into the semester, noting at the outset: “I liked student teaching; I think 
it was cool…I liked working with the kids.” By the end of the semester, Conrad was more 
comfortable with the Workshop Model and able to adapt its structure to meet the needs of his 
students and what he hoped to accomplish from day to day. The “Do Nows” were still the most 
engaging part for the students, as it related to their lives, but Conrad was now able to extend 
lectures, making connections between the lecture topics and contemporary ideas to provide 
background on content, and he also tried to make activities as relatable as possible (as described 
above).  
 Additionally, Conrad especially valued being a role model for the young men of color in 
his class: “I try to talk more to the guys than the girls because the girls have all these females in 
the building and the guys have nobody except one science teacher in the middle school.”34 
Because he went out of his way to interact with the students, they responded to him. This 
resulted in students getting their work done, even if they were a bit “chatty” in class. As Conrad 
found, “they might be disruptive in class but when it came to homework assignments and any in-
class work they got it done…I feel like it’s just my personality, maybe they just feel more 
comfortable with me.” And that comfort-level likely had something to do with Conrad presenting 
himself as a real person, which he had tried to do throughout the semester: 
I think they want to see you as a real person too. And because me and [Jeannette] are so 
different, I think that endeared me to them a little bit, like personality-wise. So I think 
that just getting a personal relationship – like I wanted to know what was going on with 
their lives because I was only teaching one class – especially when we’re doing group 
                                                                                                                                                             
we’re not supposed to talk to the students about this and it would have been done, I would have said nothing.” So, 
after that incident, Jeannette never really bothered Conrad again. It was the last straw in their relationship. 
 
34 Unfortunately, after the evacuation incident, Conrad started to keep his distance from the students because he did 





work and they finished early it gives me a chance to get to know them because even 
though I’m only here for three months I’m still here every day. 
 
 It went beyond Conrad just getting to know the students; it was his natural inclination to 
show care and support with the students, which in turn endeared them to him – something 
Jeannette did not often do. For instance, there was an incident during parent teacher conferences 
where a parent started screaming at the student for his performance. This student was one with 
whom Conrad had worked; he described the student as a “cool kid [who] had an IEP for his 
speech…a good kid [who] also has ADD [and] can’t focus well.” After the parent berated this 
child, Jeannette said, according to Conrad, “that’s good, I want her to yell at him. I want her to 
make him cry.” This prompted Conrad to wonder: 
How is that going to affect him and how is he going to be confident now? You’re 
breaking him down and his mom is breaking him down, she’s yelling and everybody 
knows something happened to him. This kid was broken. So after that I was like ‘let me 
help this kid, I feel so bad for him.’ So I always made sure he was good. And then from 
then on we had that rapport. 
 
 In building rapport with his students, he did start to notice students would be more on-
task in his class than in other classes. For example, his 7th grade students were much more chatty 
and disruptive in their English class (where his friend was student teaching). He “used to peek in 
and eavesdrop to see how they’re doing with the other student teacher and when [he] heard them 
bouncing off walls [he] was like, ‘they’re not that bad with me.’” Conrad noticed,  
They would go crazy in the English class, the boys especially. With me, the boys will get 
on my nerves too but I’d just tell them to go sit in the back. And I don’t know if it was 
chattiness, they were more chatty in her class because the students she had problems with 
being chatty with I didn’t have problems with them talking in my class. 
 
 One of the major troublemakers in the English class was a student Conrad had intentionally built 
a relationship with at the outset of his student teaching. As Conrad recalled: 
One of the kids she had a lot of problems with was this kid, Joseph. And Joseph and I had 





too much problems with him, I would just say, ‘Joseph, cut it out.’ And he wouldn’t go 
on, you know. Every now and then he would lose focus but for the most part he wasn’t 
talking repeatedly. But in her class he was just chatting all day. 
 
 Conrad thought part of the students’ constant disruptiveness in their English class was 
also partly due to his friend’s teaching style, which emphasized lots of classwork and homework. 
According to Conrad, “it’s like she drilled them with homework to the point where it’s like 
whenever I would give them an essay to write or even just a short writing, ‘Mr. we have an essay 
in English,’ it was always English class that they always had work to do.” Because of this, and 
potentially because of her disciplining style and lack or rapport with the students, Conrad noted, 
“they always say things that make her uncomfortable too, like they told me and I’d tell them, 
‘you guys need to cut that out.’ They try to intimidate her to piss her off and they would admit to 
me, yeah, we’re way worse in that class.” 
 Conrad also noticed that his students did not feel as comfortable with Jeannette because 
of her demeanor and lack of relationship with the students. As he said, “Sometimes I wonder 
why she got into education. It doesn’t seem like she cares about the students personally, it’s so 
businessy in the classroom. She has this attitude like they’re going to try to take over or whatnot 
if she doesn’t stop them. It’s like there’s no relationship there, the student don’t feel as 
comfortable with her.”  
 When Conrad did have to deal with small classroom management issues – though he 
“never had a problem with a student disrespecting [him]” – he relied on the 3,2,1 clap method 
and stopping and waiting for the students to stop talking, which he learned from his CT early in 
the semester. He also started to put a spotlight on groups of students who were off-task, which he 
took from his favorite high school teachers. He relied on these strategies because, as he reiterated 





Public University didn’t teach us that – I don’t think we learned any [classroom 
management strategies]. We never really discussed classroom management. In the classes 
I was paying attention, nothing on classroom management, nothing at all. They would 
just tell us that if a kid talks too much give them a job in the class but they didn’t really 
tell us anything about classroom management. 
 
And while Conrad was critical of the benefit of teacher education, he believed learning 
classroom management strategies was something that would and could be useful: 
I think certain strategies; stop, spotlight – different things like that, suggestions, I feel like 
classroom management is something you could transfer. You could learn that in class and 
that could be easier for you to use in the classroom versus teaching styles or lesson plans. 
Classroom management is little things here and there, it’s not like a whole different 
persona you’re adapting; it’s just little strategies here and there.  
 
Now that he was done with his teacher preparation, Conrad believed classroom management was 
really the one important piece missing from his Public University coursework. When asked if 
there was any coursework in retrospect that would have helped prepare him better for being in 
the classroom he said, “Just classroom management, that’s probably it. I think if you have good 
classroom management you could get away with terrible lessons because the kids are going to 
shut up and listen to it anyway.” 
 Because he did not have this “toolbox,” his experiences continued to shape how he 
viewed classroom management. By the end of the semester, Conrad defined classroom 
management as: 
 It’s everything. It’s lesson plans, it’s student interactions, teacher interactions, 
parent interactions, how you treat the parents, how you discuss things with them that 
affects – it’s everything. Like you’re always in the spotlight so everything you do in the 
school, even outside of the classroom is part of classroom management. They see what 
you do and that determines whether they’re going to respect you or not respect you.  
 So classroom management I think it’s tied directly to how the student pictures 
their teacher. So depending on the image you present that’s how they’re going to behave 
in your class regardless of how your lessons are or how structured you are, it’s all about 






Unlike our previous conversations around classroom management, Conrad now started to believe 
classroom management really came down to the reputation of a teacher and the respect the 
students had for their teacher. This idea was likely affected by his observation of an 8th grade 
math teacher at Cullen who is known throughout the school as a teacher that students do not 
“mess with.” When he sat in on the class, students who were consistently disruptive in his class 
and other classes were silent and doing their work. But he could not figure out what she was 
doing to keep students on task, as Conrad found her pedagogy to be boring, not related to the 
students, and monotonous. Therefore, he concluded: 
 I watched her class and there was nothing about her classroom management that 
made me think, wow, she has these kids in check and there’s something that she’s doing 
in this classroom that makes her above average. It was the way I think she presented 
herself, it’s the way she carried herself.  
 She was walking as a no-nonsense person, you never saw her smiling, she never 
looked happy but the kids had this idea about her that she was strict from the way that she 
just walks around. I feel like that image affected how she managed the classroom so even 
though she might not have been super tight with the students they knew in advance from 
the way she carried herself. She’s not somebody to mess with. 
 So she barely had to do anything with behavior, she’s the only teacher in that 
school I could say does not have behavior problems with the students. 
 
 In the end, Conrad really did not know where he was with his own classroom 
management strategies and approaches because he did not view the classroom where he taught as 
his own classroom. Therefore, he said, “I want to get my classroom management down but I feel 
like I would need to be in my own classroom from the beginning of the year to truly analyze 
where I am with management.”  
 In thinking about getting his own classroom, and how his coursework prepared him to do 
so, Conrad vented about how his coursework had very little impact on his teaching practice: 
 I feel like I threw all that out the window…once I got in there all the stuff that I 
learned I just forgot it because the school has different ways if they want you to do things 





helped me, it’s all experience. You don’t know it until you got out there, you can’t learn 
this stuff by sitting in class… 
 We did learn about teaching styles, I don’t know what class it was but I tried to be 
authoritative – I like that style, like you’re strict at certain points but you’re not too much 
of a jerk…I guess we learned about essential questions; that came in handy when I was 
doing the unit plan. For the most part it was so hectic and so busy that I didn’t really have 
time to think back to what I learned in school…Assessment was actually not that bad of a 
class, it was too tedious at some point but I did actually learn sometimes in Assessment 
so I guess that counts. 
 
 With regard to his Methods II course in particular, Conrad noted, “I think Methods could 
be good if it’s more aligned to what the schools want you to do but it’s hard to judge because 
different schools want different things.” He then advocated for what he was learning in his 
classes to be tied directly to what he would be seeing in the classroom, which included tying 
assignments specifically to concepts learned in class.35 According to Conrad: 
I think the information [in class] needs to be structured more [around classroom] 
examples…like giving scenarios in a classroom, how this comes into play then maybe it 
would feel more real to us. [Instead] we would just learn terms and it’d be like general 
psychology terms…I didn’t really see how it was relating to education so I would just be 
like, ‘whatever, I’d just study it at the last minute and move on with my life.’  
 
In other words, Conrad wanted more of a real connection between what he was learning and the 
classroom through modeling by professors and assignments that made that connection explicit. 
Because he never really had a class that fully embodied this praxis, Conrad was happy to be 
thrown into his student teaching: “I kind of like the fact that they threw us in there…that’s the 
best way to learn – they’re preparing you to teach, but at the end of the day you formulate your 
own teaching style and your own approach.”  
 Overall, Conrad was excited about gaining more experience in the classroom and taking 
over his own class. When he gets it, he believed he would learn a lot from “trial and error” as he 
finds ways to engage his students. As he said, “I always want to be more engaging; you can 
                                                 
35 This is what Professor Gold did in her Methods course with the fieldwork assignment that was tied to 





never be too engaging.” He wanted to really focus on, using Paulo Friere’s (2003) terms, 
“problem posing” instead of “banking,” and really being aware of the best ways to differentiate 
for his students by getting to know them, their backgrounds, and their skills. Conrad wanted to 
create this environment by being authoritative in the classroom, starting the year stricter and 
“slowly becoming more reasonable,” which would help the students “develop better 
relationships” because “you basically psyched them into doing everything that you wanted even 
though you might not have wanted to be that person in the beginning of the school year.”  
 When he evaluated himself using the DCMA rubric, Conrad mostly gave himself 
“Acceptable” ratings across the board. However, for the “Classroom Culture and Community” 
domain, he noted that he was still developing at creating a community of active learners who 
were engaged in the material, but he believed he was exemplary at creating a community where 
all students felt safe to share and communicate their ideas and a place where all students were 
encouraged to establish and meet short and long-term goals.  
 In terms of the “Pedagogy” domain, Conrad believed he was still developing at building 
units and lessons that were well structured and told a cohesive story. However, he felt he 
excelled at creating lessons that helped students build grade-specific skills. Conrad also was 
confident in being able to effectively manage misbehavior, where his ability to remain “even 
keeled,” “calm,” and “level-headed” enabled students to respond positively to him when they 
were off-task. Conrad recognized that “kids are going to reflect what we do;” therefore, “if 
you’re all over the place emotionally” things will not go well. This led Conrad to reflect on the 
fact that making it “all about the kids” and remaining “level-headed is the key to teaching.” 
 The domain where Conrad felt he struggled the most was the “Diversity in Context” 





“socio-economic status” and he struggled with all components of “Gender Responsiveness;” yet 
Conrad felt he excelled at accommodating for all of the students’ different learning styles. 
 When considering how prepared he felt to take over his own classroom, on a scale of 1-
10, Conrad gave himself “a 7 or 8.” He stated: 
 I don’t feel like I’m a horrible teacher, but I feel confident in my abilities 
throughout what I was doing and the students I was interacting with, different challenges 
they all had being ELL’s and all that.  
 I feel confident I could take over a classroom and teach – I feel confident that my 
history knowledge is not a problem. [I am not prepared] because of Public 
University…Everything combined, maybe 10% [of my preparation was] Public 
University. I’m prepared. I was out there doing it; I didn’t do too badly with the students. 
 
 Above all, while Conrad was confident about becoming a teacher – aside from being 
somewhat anxious about the school where he would end up, its principal, and the school climate 
– he was just ready to be done with school and out in the working world. As he put it, “I’ve been 
waiting to be out of school, and knowing I don’t have to go back [is great]…I mean, I got to get 









Chapter Eight: Robyn’s Story 
“It was hard to be hypothetical about everything [in Methods II] without feeling kind of drained and not engaged 
with it.” 
-Robyn after completing Methods II 
 
“I think that the Public University courses have done some good to help me think about my teaching philosophy, but 
it didn’t really do much to prepare me for what teaching would actually be like.” 
-Robyn one month into student teaching 
 
“You are on your own trying to figure out how to deal with [classroom management situations] and…it’s one of 
those tools that you can pull out and try. If you don’t have the ideas then you have to generate those ideas and 
sometimes it takes a lot longer to do that on your own…It’s better to have more tools at your disposal. So hearing 
about them before you are thrown into that situation is always useful.” 
-Robyn after completing student teaching 
 
Robyn’s Road to Teaching 
 The moment you meet Robyn, it is clear she is a young woman brimming with 
confidence and intelligence. The daughter of two college professors in upstate New York, Robyn 
grew up attending public schools. While she was not pressured by her parents to pursue an 
academic track or a teaching profession, she noted, “I sort of thought that was the job that 
everyone did.” Robyn left New York to attend an elite, small liberal arts college in Pennsylvania. 
There, she “started off as an education minor, but eventually switched out of that because [she] 
decided [she] really liked history; but [she] was behind in history, so [she] had to drop 
[education] for the time being, but always figured [she] could come back to it.”  
Robyn’s college experience provided more than a grounding in history and an 
introduction to education; she was shaped by her experiences as the captain of her school’s 
varsity soccer team and by the social honor code of her school. This honor code was rooted in 
the pillars of trust, concern, and respect. According to Robyn, these pillars: 
Drove everything in the community for four years in my life and I got a lot out of it and I 
just learned how to engage with other people who have different beliefs from you…just 
being able to work with them and realize that you can respect them even if you don’t 






The leadership skills she gained from captaining her soccer team and learning to embody her 
college honor code made a direct impact on the person and educator Robyn became. 
 Upon graduation, Robyn headed north to New York City where she worked with a new 
AmeriCorps initiative, AmeriCorps VISTA/NYC Civic Corps, where she worked with the New 
York City Department of Education (NYCDOE) to facilitate student-led service learning projects 
in 20 NYCDOE schools. In this position, Robyn consulted with and supported teachers and 
administrators in implementing projects while also leading in-class discussions with students. 
This experience made Robyn realize, that if she was going to enter the field of education, she 
preferred to be in the classroom rather than doing the “behind the scenes” aspects of education. 
While she believed she might want to become a classroom teacher, Robyn was still grappling 
what type of educator she wanted to be. As she noted, “In that year I decided I wasn’t done with 
my own education so I went and got a Master’s degree in history at [an elite private college in 
New York City], thinking maybe I would want to do a Ph.D.”  
 In graduate school, Robyn’s true passions began to surface. As she explained: 
While I was there I decided that I didn’t want to [pursue a career as a historian] because 
what I really wanted out of the experience was to be able to teach and I didn’t really like 
doing the research, the really intense independent research. I’d done it in college and I’d 
done it for grad school and I decided that was enough for the time being. I wanted to 
interact more with people, I wanted to jump to the teaching sooner, and I decided that 
teaching younger kids wasn’t any different than teaching college. 
 
After Robyn completed her Master’s degree, she wanted to stay in New York City, so she spent 
the next year trying to find a teaching job in a private school where she would not need to have 
her teaching certification. However, she found that she needed teaching experience to attain any 
of those jobs (though she did get hired to be the assistant varsity soccer coach at one of the 
schools). Therefore, she explored alternative certification programs and met with local professors 





Public University instead of spending more money at a private school of education. Therefore, 
Robyn applied and was accepted into Public University’s Adolescent Social Studies program. 
 Robyn, a petite white women in her mid-twenties, entered Public University’s program 
the next fall knowing there is a great need for more “good teachers in public schools.” 
 
Robyn’s Methods Course – From Beginning to End 
 Like Dana and Conrad, I met Robyn at the end of her first year at Public University when 
I introduced my study to Professor Lee’s Adolescent Social Studies Methods I course. And also 
like them, our first discussions about her experiences at Public University occurred while she 
was enrolled in Professor Lee’s Methods II course.  
Entering Professor Lee’s Methods II course, Robyn believed the course would be 
extremely helpful. She expressed in the questionnaire I gave her at the beginning of the course, 
“I think that Methods II is going to be one of the more useful classes I have to take at Public 
University.” What she really hoped to gain from the course was, “how to manage the incredible 
bulk of subjects that are supposed to be covered in global [history]; I especially want to learn 
how to make great lessons for my students without spending all of my waking hours designing 
them.” 
 In looking over the course syllabus, Robyn was hopeful that Methods II would meet her 
expectations for preparing her for her first year of teaching. She found, “It seems to be a heavily 
practical, as opposed to theoretical, syllabus, which I really appreciate. I need help learning how 
to scale my lessons/curricula appropriately and I think this class is going to help me do that.” Her 





course, “I’m scared that the pace of my lessons will be too slow – that I’ll focus too much time 
on specific units and won’t be able to cover everything.”  
Unlike most of her peers, in her questionnaire, Robyn did not voice a concern about 
classroom management or a frustration with not receiving any coursework in the topic. Yet, like 
most of her peers, Robyn acknowledged that she had received zero classes that addressed the 
topic. At the time, she defined classroom management as: “The ability to keep students on task, 
to minimize distracting behavior by students, and the ability to project authority in the room;” a 
definition aligned with the Foucauldian sense of discipline. Yet despite this narrow definition of 
management, Robyn had a more nuanced way of describing the professors and teachers she had 
whose classroom management styles she respected – styles that including elements of DCMA. 
As she noted, “Most of the professors I’ve most admired for their classroom management skills 
respected their students’ input, so students really wanted to participate in class. When a teacher 
respects you, you respect them – and mostly avoid being a nuisance.”  
As her only fear dealt with planning and not in the interactions with the students or 
classroom management issues, overall, Robyn felt ready to take over her own class. Robyn 
explained: “I have a lot of experience being a leader of a big group of peers and also of young 
adults. I think I know how to identify with students in a way that will make them want to work 
hard. The main thing I’d be unprepared for is lesson planning, since I’ve only done a handful of 
those to date.” This self-confidence, and the skills she developed from her previous leadership 
experiences, informed the type of teacher Robyn wanted to be:  
I want to be approachable, respected by my students (and colleagues), and helpful. I want 
to give my students the benefit of the doubt in terms of their behavior, meaning that I 
realize that there are things happening in students’ lives that will affect their school lives. 
I would like to be able to manage my classroom in a democratic, consensus-based 
fashion, where the students feel empowered. I want my students to have fun in my class 






In all, Robyn was excited to have Methods II help her become that teacher and hone the planning 
skills she craved. 
 Unfortunately, Robyn’s enthusiasm for Professor Lee’s course waned over the course of 
the semester. By the end of the semester, when she filled out my follow-up questionnaire at the 
end of the semester, in response to the question of whether the class met her expectations, Robyn 
wrote, “More or less. I was more excited about Methods II at the outset than I am now; I feel like 
the enthusiasm of both professor and students waned partway through the semester.” She 
continued, “I think the main way this class helped me for future teaching was by forcing me to 
think through standards and lesson planning, but I don’t feel that I was pushed too much to think 
about best practices.” 
 When I spoke with Robin at the end of her Methods II course, she explained that she 
“thought that Methods II was going to be much different than Methods I and they ended up sort 
of being the same.” She expanded: 
What we did primarily for Methods I was a lot of theory, different people, articles 
that we had talked about in class, but the problem was that if the students didn’t do the 
reading there was no accountability for it so they just figured that out and stopped. So the 
conversations were often very stilted. And we also didn’t do any student teaching. So that 
was the main difference. 
 Going into Methods II it seemed a lot more organized as I said because I think the 
syllabus stated from the start, it was like, this is going to be how it is. So that was really 
nice to have that structure and also it seemed like a new energy from the students and 
from Professor Lee also. But I think that it got consistently the same from class to class, 
so we sort of lost the ‘oh this is really inspiring thing’ which we had felt at the beginning. 
 
 What was missing for Robyn was a focus on specific pedagogical strategies that she and 
her peers could apply to the classroom. Robyn explained, “I think that the main difference that 
was supposed to take place between I and II was II would be focused on practical and 1 would be 





necessarily was that practical,” which was what Robyn wanted. She noted, “I wish we’d done 
more…specific ‘how-tos’ for different types of lessons. How group work looks in lesson 
planning, for example.” Because there was not that focus in the course, Robyn’s one and only 
fear from the beginning of the class remained. By the end of the course Robyn was still, “mostly 
concerned that I won’t have a strong enough approach to lesson planning, and that it will take me 
far too long to plan lessons.”  
 Robyn explained that there were many components of Methods II that could have 
provided practical application, but failed to do so. For instance, during their field observations 
they were not supposed to interact with the students they were observing. Additionally, there was 
no specific assignment associated with each observation; they were just tasked with showing up 
a few hours a week to sit in the back of the class and watch. Instead, Robyn would have 
appreciated required student interactions during the fieldwork and fieldwork assignments that 
required students to critique or apply concepts they had studied in class. 
 Conversely, Robyn did appreciate the student-led lessons in Methods II. Robyn “noticed 
that having to prepare for a real class that [she] was going to teach made [her] more motivated to 
do it.” Unlike some of her peers, Robyn and her partner did received useful, constructive 
feedback, which they “really wanted.” During the weeks she was not leading the lesson, Robyn 
acted as the “student” for her peers, which she found “rewarding.” During her time as the 
“student,” Robyn got “to see how everyone else approached teaching.” She noted, “We would do 
all the activities; everyone was really good about doing what was asked for them. That part feels 
really natural to me as just being a student because I’ve been a student forever. So mostly what I 





While Robyn found the planning and teaching of her lesson useful, as well as observing 
her peers, she lamented, “it’s really hard to do [the mock lesson] without a group of real kids; it’s 
hard to do it hypothetically and you assume that things are going to work or guess what the kind 
of questions are going to be.” Yet Robin tried to keep a positive attitude about the experience, as 
she reminded herself, “knowing that you had to do it and then also the fact that you had to teach 
one time made you think about [lesson planning] throughout.” Because she craved being able to 
create lessons for “real” students, Robyn looked forward to student teaching. She explained, 
“[The practice lessons have] been useful, but I think the most useful thing is going to be in the 
school every day teaching.”  
 Robyn also struggled with completing their curriculum project in Methods II because she 
knew “it wasn’t tied into an actual lesson that [she’d] be teaching and there weren’t students on 
the other end receiving it.” Robyn wanted to learn strategies about how to plan lessons and units 
efficiently, skills she did not gain from doing the curriculum project, which “took so long.” In 
addition to not being taught how to plan efficiently in Professor Lee’s class, Robyn was 
frustrated that she was not provided specific pedagogical strategies to incorporate into their unit 
and lesson plans. Instead, they were “encouraged to be creative and to think about what the big 
picture is, thinking about the essential questions, figure out the way to build mini-lessons out of 
that idea;” they just were not provided models or strategies of how to do it. 
 The only text assigned for Professor Lee’s class, Alan Singer’s Teaching Global History, 
did not provided enough of these strategies for Robyn. She noted that at the beginning of the 
semester, “we were following it, talking about a specific chapter or a set of chapters pretty 
closely. And that kind of petered out by the end and we weren’t really incorporating the Singer 





and would have appreciated more of an in-class focus on the text. As Robyn explained, “it would 
have been useful to talk about more in-depth because a lot of what he said were blanket 
statements about how to do stuff and we never really went to how we would actually apply this 
in the classroom.” She then suggested they could have taken the text a step further in class: “It 
would have been useful for us to take what he’s saying and work together to build a mini-lesson 
or something; I don’t know if that would get too routine and boring by the end.” Instead, when 
Singer was discussed in Methods II, according to Robyn, “it was mostly like, ‘here’s what he 
said, do what he said.’”  
 While Robyn found that most of the potentially practical elements of Professor Lee’s 
course stopped short of being practical, Beth’s presence in the class provided an element of the 
practical grounding Robyn desired. As Robyn explained, “Beth often would just do the ‘I’m 
going to apply this to what I know about my teaching experience.’ So she was really useful. 
Everyone liked whenever she was talking about her experience.” Beth’s presence, according to 
Robyn, provided most of the “practical” elements of the course. For instance, Beth let the 
students know that they “just have to stay one day ahead” of the students, which made Robyn 
feel better about the planning process; this is the types of practical knowledge Robyn wanted 
more of. 
 What Robyn really wanted from her Methods courses, and education courses in general, 
was praxis between the educational theory and the practical application of those ideas. For 
Methods, she found that the Methods I course focused on educational and methodological theory 
while Methods II focused on the practical elements of teaching. This led Robyn to suggest, “I 
think it would have been better if Methods I and II were more incorporated and weren’t just like 





real-life practical application of pedagogy. This led to Robyn’s frustration with continuously 
using hypothetical situations/students, which led to her eventual disengagement from class. As 
she described it, “It’s like writing a narrative of your teaching without actually being with 
students. So as I said, it was hard to be hypothetical about everything without feeling kind of 
drained and not engaged with it.” 
 What Robyn would have preferred to do was “write a paper about incorporating theory 
into the classroom or something like that; we never had to make any of those connections.” In 
addition to being challenged to make those connections, Robyn wanted Methods II to provide 
different practical applications of pedagogical techniques, “different ways of thinking about the 
same idea.” Robyn felt they got some practical ideas “through just watching other people [teach 
their mock lessons] and then talking about what worked and didn’t work.” However, Robyn 
wished there had been more of a focus on “how to build a lesson plan that addresses all these 
things and a fast way to do it because we’re going to want to be able to do things [while 
teaching] relatively quickly.” 
 Instead of being provided these strategies, Robyn found she and her peers were tasked 
with seeking them out: 
I think that was on us to find them. I think that we were encouraged to be creative and to 
think about what the big picture is, thinking about the essential questions, figure out the 
way to build mini-lessons out of that idea…how would you build a lesson on group work 
about reading primary sources?  
 
While Robyn craved assistance with garnering these practical strategies, she was unsure of how 
that might look in a class: 
I don’t know if there’s another way to bring in practical elements other than student 
teaching. I know some schools do student teaching for a full year so that might be good. 
Personally I thought that having – the main [thing] that you will do that’s practical other 
than teaching is the curriculum [project] and it was good to do the first time [in Methods 






 One class Robyn took that was able to make that bridge between educational theory and 
pedagogical strategies was her Literacy course.  
I had a really good class this summer called Literacy and Education and we spent a fair 
amount of time actually looking at different ways to make sure that kids write and read in 
the classroom. And then you would practice doing it and it was actually really good. It 
sounds kind of tedious to be like, ‘okay, everybody take out your pencil and write down 
your grocery list for the day or something’ or doing writing to learn or how to break 
things up into graphs and stuff…But, [it was] really effective. I learned a lot from that 
class and got some good structure for how to build lessons. And a lot of that I did 
incorporate into my curriculum project, but it’s not stuff that I learned in Methods. 
 
What enabled the Literacy course to be effective was how the professor structured the 
class and implemented his pedagogy. As Robyn described it: 
I think that the way the class was run was different; the students were really engaged with 
the professor and he’s really enthusiastic about it he just pushed us really hard and I think 
we responded well to that. I don’t think that necessarily we got pushed as much in 
Methods as we could have been. 
 
The pedagogical style Robyn sought in a professor was a dedication to engaging one’s students. 
Robyn found, “if the students are engaged with the classroom stuff then they’ll work harder at it 
in the end. I don’t know…but the subject that we started off with at least in the Literacy class 
was much more engaging for the students [than Methods II].” Robyn found the more a professor 
focused on helping students learn and apply practical strategies, the more she and her peers were 
engaged in the class.  
 Though Robyn yearned for more practical application, she did appreciate the educational 
theory she learned and how that helped inform and shape the type of teacher she would become. 
She expressed, “I think it’s important to think about it on a broad scale, like what the goal of 
education is and to think about how students are affected by what you think or what your 
teaching style is.” Robyn saw having these foundations in educational theory as becoming useful 





It’s useful to know there are different approaches to getting [students] there and if this 
isn’t working you should try something else. So it’s useful to have that knowledge so you 
can reflect on your practice and you can say, ‘oh, this is too closely aligned to that, which 
I know leads to this kind of student and that’s not really what I want’…[the theory gives 
you] different ideas to fall back on and it just helps you shape your thinking as a teacher 
too. 
 
Robyn continued, “I think that it’s definitely been useful to think about [the education material I 
received in my coursework]. I can’t say for sure whether it’s going to be useful when I’m 
actually a teacher, but I think that it’s useful for me in terms of thinking about myself as a 
teacher.” 
While Robyn “did like a lot of theory – [she] just didn’t like how it was taught to [her].” 
She wanted professors that were able to connect the material to the students in the class and to 
the classrooms they would be entering. For Robyn, typically, the courses that were more 
successful at doing this were the ones where the professor would “bring in their own 
experiences.” Conversely, she noticed, “that a lot of the ones that weren’t as applicable were 
when teachers weren’t really engaging with the students; they were just sort of talking.” Robyn 
noticed the onus to make the class practical often fell on the students in her class: “A lot of the 
practical stuff comes from students asking about it because the teachers just assume that you 
know how it fits in. So if we didn’t have that kind of dialogue or that kind of setting then it was 
kind of impossible for that to happen.” If a professor was receptive to this early on in the class, it 
would set a tone for Robyn and her peers; yet if a professor was not receptive to answering 
student questions, according to Robyn, “people would stop bothering” to ask questions.  
 By the end of her Methods II course, Robyn was excited to work with real students 
during her student teaching experience the following semester. When I asked her what she hoped 





I guess the only areas of concern I have are lesson planning effectively and I guess 
probably time management…if you want to get through this material in this amount of 
time. I’m not particularly concerned with classroom management and things like that so I 
want to learn what the practice is for making students engaged in material and actually 
making progress. 
 
In preparing to student teach, Robyn remained confident in every element of teaching (except 
lesson planning), including classroom management. I asked Robyn why she was not concerned 
about classroom management – unlike nearly all of her peers and most beginning teachers – and 
she stated: 
I am a soccer coach for high school girls so I’m used to being in a position of 
authority and I know what kinds of things work and don’t and I’m not particularly afraid 
of students which some people are. 
I think [coaching techniques] can [translate well to the classroom]. It’s not 
necessarily the same but, you’re not doing the same content but as a teacher you’re 
coaching students through something in their life. I feel like I can hopefully establish that 
– the main thing I wanted to do was establish a space where it’s respectful. So if I can 
respect my student and they feel that then they’ll respect me in turn. And I think I have a 
fairly good understanding of how to make that happen. 
 
 Robyn truly felt ready to take over a class at the conclusion of Methods II with one 
caveat, “As long as I have some help with the curriculum/lesson structure…it would be hard for 
me to jump into lesson planning today; I could probably execute the plans perfectly though.” 
 
One Month Into Robyn’s Student Teaching 
 I caught up with Robyn a month into her student teaching at Samuel Read High School – 
a highly screened public high school in New York City. From the moment we started talking, she 
lauded her experience at the school and her collaboration with Sophia, her cooperating teacher. 
“I really like it, it’s pretty awesome,” Robyn told me. What made the experience for Robyn was 





 Sophia, the same age as Robyn and a graduate of the same program at Public University, 
valued her role as a mentor. In her third year of teaching, Robyn was her second student teacher 
(she had one during the Fall semester of that year); but she wanted to provide the same support 
that she had from her mentor when she began at Read. After figuring out the type of cooperating 
teacher she wanted to be in the fall, Sophia got a better sense of how she wanted to support her 
student teachers. This began with phasing the pre-service teacher into their student teaching 
experience. According to Robyn, Sophia told her “I’m not going to throw you into a situation 
you don’t know.” Then, once Sophia realized Robyn was “competent enough,” she was more 
willing to turn her 10th grade class over to Robyn.  
 Robyn’s setup with Sophia was different from most student teacher/cooperating teacher 
configurations. Instead of taking over one or a couple sections of Sophia’s classes (like Dana and 
Conrad), Robyn and Sophia did a lot of co-teaching, collaboration in planning, and trading off 
lead teaching mini-units for Sophia’s three sections of 10th grade global history. Robyn prompted 
this arrangement; she informed Sophia, “I wanted to try [to teach all three of the sections] – it’s 
very obvious that there are different groups of kids and there are different sets of learners.” 
Because of the selective nature of Read’s admissions, the school had very few English Language 
Learners and special education students. Read – a school with 460 students, 97% attendance, and 
incoming student proficiency of 3.40 (out of 4) when the citywide average is 2.80 – is 
racially/ethnically diverse, with 41% of the students Latina/o, 22% Asian, 19% Black, and 13% 
White. 66% of its students have free and reduced priced lunch while 6% of the students are in 
special education and 0% are English Language Learners. On average, Robyn’s classes had 
about 27 racially and ethnically diverse students, with a few more female students than male 





The year before Robyn arrived, Read was required to admit a small percentage of their 
students who had Individualized Education Plans (IEPs). Read decided to place all of these 
students into one Integrated Co-Teaching (ICT) class where there is a special education teacher 
who teaches in conjunction with the general education teacher. Therefore, of the three 10th grade 
sections Sophia taught, her 8th period section was an ICT class that had 10-12 special education 
students, posing different challenges than the other two sections that had no students with IEPs. 
Robyn advocated for this experience because, as she put it, “I didn’t want to take a purely non-
IEP class as my only experience when most of the kids that I’ll probably be teaching are going to 
have IEPs; but I also want the experience of seeing what it’s like having a class like that.” 
   Robyn wanted to gain as much experience from her time at Read as possible. She 
generally arrived at Read at 7:45am and stayed until after 4pm, at the conclusion of Read’s final 
period that was focused on providing one-on-one and small group support for students (an 
informal class). During the school day, in addition to teaching, Robyn spent a lot of time 
preparing for her classes and grading student work. But like so many other student teachers, her 
day did not end when she left Read; Robyn spent a decent amount of time working at home and 
on the subway to and from school. When she had lots of extra prep work, she would spend hours 
compiling reading packets of primary sources at home and planning lessons. Overall, she put a 
lot of time and effort into her work at Read. 
 One element of her experience Robyn focused on from the outset was getting to know her 
students. She did this because, as she noted, “in my experience, it’s always good for students to 
like the teacher…when they like teachers more, they’ll do the work for you; and one way to like 
them is just to make that human connection and to show that you care about the students is 





with Sophia. For instance, Robyn found out this student played soccer, and since she also played 
soccer, Robyn “made sure to tell him that [she] also played soccer, and he was like, ‘oh cool.’” 
According to Robyn, “I’m sure that did something.” Another way Robyn got through to some of 
the disengaged students was by “pick[ing] out which kids had a sarcastic sense of humor and just 
play[ing] on that a little bit.” She continued, “and for some of the kids, I think that just having a 
different person at the front of the room and bringing my own ideas about what kinds of 
activities might be fun [made a difference].” 
 Because of commitment to building relationships with her students, and the general 
school environment of student engagement and inquisitiveness, Robyn was able to establish a 
classroom focused on learning from the outset of her student teaching experience. This positive 
learning environment enabled Robyn to experiment with different pedagogical strategies she had 
either learned from Public University or creative ideas she was simply curious to see if they 
might work. Robyn started teaching her first mini-unit a month into her student teaching, a week 
before we spoke. When she started, she told herself, “I’m just going to do what [Sophia’s] plan 
is.” Then Robyn quickly transitioned to taking more risks and consistently asking Sophia, “I’ve 
heard in my classes that this is a good idea in theory, does that work in practice?” Then Sophia 
would respond, for instance, like, “Oh yeah, I used to do that and that was really good; we should 
try that.”  
 This back and forth between Sophia and Robyn characterized their planning process early 
in Robyn’s student teaching. Planning a couple days in advance of the lesson they were going to 
teach, the two of them would sit down together and brainstorm lessons while one person typed 
the lesson plan up. They would suggest ideas and analyze and critique how the ideas might work 





of them discovering they were similar ages and knew similar people in New York. What resulted 
was Sophia treating Robyn “more like a colleague already instead of [her] boss.” Robyn 
described Sophia’s mentor style as: “Good at guiding me without really being too pushy or not 
being there enough. If I say I think we need to do this she’ll be open to it. She gives me good 
insight on how to think about lesson planning and what things to stress and what not to freak out 
about.” 
 Because of this strong collaboration, Robyn had fairly intense days at Read from the 
moment she arrived until she left. When she got to Read in the morning, Robyn and Sophia 
would have a quick check in before getting things ready for the day. They then went over the 
lesson plan for the day (for whoever was leading the unit for the 10th grade), highlighting things 
they should address. One of them then made copies for the day and then they got ready for the 
students to arrive for 1st period. Then, regardless of whether Sophia or Robyn was leading the 
lesson for the day, Sophia would do a short intro of what students needed to have out for the 
period before they would begin the “warm up” or “Do Now.” Then the lead teacher would teach 
the remainder of the class, with the other helping out with group work, etcetera.36 They then used 
their planning periods to prepare for future lessons, debrief the lessons they had taught to tweak 
them for future classes or just to discuss what worked well and what did not; though the 
debriefing was often informal – as they did not often have large chunks of free time when they 
were not working with students – they even had working lunches with students most days. 
 This constant interaction with the students and the positive collaboration between Sophia 
and Robyn led to Robyn feeling very comfortable with the students when she took over the 10th 
grade classes for the first time. As she put it, “By that point in time I was feeling perfectly 
                                                 
36 Before Robyn took over her first mini-unit, she would teach small parts of the lesson and the teaching would be 






comfortable with these kids, being in front of them and everything.” Therefore, that first day, she 
was really focused on getting students engaged, on “guys, you need to be doing this.” To create a 
positive connection with the students, Robyn started class that day with a “this is who I am 
thing.” She did that because, as she stated, “they just knew me as somebody who came in as a 
student teacher; they knew that I was there and I talked to them, but they didn’t know anything 
about me.” Because she was able to build this connection, she felt like the first day went really 
well.  
 In addition to the “this is who I am” introduction, Robyn felt good about the initial 
activity she planned. During the first period she taught, she did not give the directions well, but 
she was able to correct this oversight in her second period, which consequently went more 
smoothly. Robyn also realized it was acceptable to restate directions, if necessary, so students 
understood what to do. It also helped Robyn that she integrated the pedagogical models Sophia 
provided her to implement her lesson: 
Knowing what the kids were like, knowing what kinds of work they’ve been doing and 
what they were capable of doing and sort of knowing how she plans or progresses 
through a lesson [helped me a lot]. She was modeling it for me and I might do exactly 
what she does [as I] respect her style – and we have similar philosophies, so I sort of stick 
to what saw working. 
 
 Using Sophia’s model, Robyn had a consistent structure to her lessons. They began with 
a warm-up activity that asked students to define an idea/concept, analyze a questions or image – 
something to get them to start thinking about the topic for the day. Students would then share out 
their answers and Robyn would take that time to clarify concepts and reteach ideas if need be. 
She then had students begin analysis of a primary source in their primary source packet, which 
had accompanying guiding questions. The class then discussed the answers to those questions, 





relevant material. This then led to a discussion of the historical context before then went back to 
analyzing a document that related to those concepts and helped the class transition to the topic 
for the next day. When student did their document analysis students were allowed to do the work 
independently or collaborate with the people at their table (as four students sat around each 
table.)  
Robyn’s (and Sophia’s) class was constructed so “the information is always coming from 
the kids.” Robyn felt that it was “very important to the [students] to see, ‘oh, I can do this; I’m 
smart; I’m learning but I’m also teaching.’” Then, because both Sophia and Robyn made a 
concerted effort to get to know their students and humanize the learning process, these students 
became invested in their learning. They facilitated this learning by constructing activities where 
students were empowered to be active in their own learning. Robyn gave one example of how 
they were doing this with their students: 
We decided to have a warm-up or closing activity in the next couple of days 
where…[because student were] going to have a quiz on this stuff on Friday, if anyone is 
confused by any of the questions, go find the people that were in [the] group [in charge of 
those questions from the jigsaw activity we did] and talk to them. So that way we don’t 
have to…beat them to death with this information if they’re already comfortable with it 
and we can also use the kids to teach each other. 
 
 In addition to empowering the students to engage them in their learning process, Robyn 
found simply having structure within the context of every lesson greatly helped her students: 
“When they have some sort of structured work in front of them they’re better about it.” She 
thought the structure helped her students because, “They’re still adolescents and they’re still 
learning how to…regulate how they work and stuff like that; and the way that people generally 
teach is pretty structured so they’re used to it.”  
 Robyn also found students became more engaged in her lessons when they found the 





University, “When you talk about the kids’ backgrounds it’s a better place to start than just 
purely telling them this is the way it is.” In relation to her students, Robyn noted, “They bring 
something to the table; they already know a lot because they’re like 15-16 years old and they’ve 
experienced things. Being able to talk about something that’s not strictly historical content that 
they need to learn to something that they can just have an opinion on or something like that is 
interesting to them.” Robyn experienced this phenomenon at work when she introduced the 
concept of race and how it affects people when the class was learning about the Holocaust. This 
discussion, which became very real for her students, helped raise important questions they were 
then able to apply to their understanding of the social and political implications of the Holocaust. 
 One thing in particular that Robyn found her students did not respond to was when she 
would do direct instruction (lecturing). She found, “When there’s something up on the 
PowerPoint that they’re supposed to look at and remember, they don’t seem as interested.” She 
realized that if she differentiated this type of instruction more – doing it “piece meal; not a big 
chunk [of instruction] at a time…just break up activities a little more – [it would help] some kids 
who don’t learn this way learn it when we do it in a different way.” Robyn realized differentiated 
instruction is so critical because “it just makes sense to realize that people learn differently and 
that in order to reach those people you need to accommodate them by teaching differently.” This 
is something she tried to integrate into her lessons as she planned moving forward. 
While Robyn had great success with her initial experiences student teaching (both with 
her interaction with the student and her work with Sophia), Robyn noted that if Sophia had made 
her take over the 10th grade from the beginning of the semester, her initial experience with the 
students might have differed. She said she would have been more nervous, as “the first day of 





‘oh this is too loud’ or ‘guys stop blah blah blah,’ that kind of thing. Worried about managing in 
that way and less concerned with…the lesson material and content.” Robyn explained why her 
reaction to the students might have been different if she was not privileged with watching Sophia 
teach the students for a month and getting to know them because: 
I probably didn’t know how the kids reacted to any sort of authority. So now that I know 
they’re pretty good at self-regulating and that if you treat them as more or less an adult, 
even though they’re not, at least in terms of like ‘you will do the work.’ Now that I know 
they respond to that, fine, I don’t have to worry about you, ‘you, do this.’ 
 
Moreover, in addition to heightened nerves if she had been thrust into teaching right away, 
Robyn acknowledged how her feelings and anxieties might have been different had she been 
placed to student teach at an “unscreened” school. Robyn explained: 
I think that even though I feel comfortable being in charge or managing there’s still a 
certain anxiety about management. I feel like the failing schools in my perception of what 
it looks like to be a teacher there – there’s more chaos in the classroom. That may or may 
not be true. But that would be me going into that classroom; I would expect that I had to 
do more to control the chaos. 
 
But Robyn’s fear is not as much about student behavior as much as it is about student 
engagement: 
It’s not as much like, oh, they’re going to be doing crazy stuff; it’s like they don’t care 
that I’m trying to teach them something, they don’t care to do the work, that kind of 
thing. So the perception is that going into a school where students are struggling is they 
maybe won’t know how to do the work or are used to lower expectations and I don’t 
want to set lower expectations. I’m not as sure where to start expectations-wise. 
 
Robyn believed “kids will act out more if they feel like they don’t understand stuff, if they feel 
threatened by you calling them out for not understanding; if you’re not engaged in the material 
for whatever reason, there’s more chance that you’ll be disruptive to other students.”37  
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 Outside of her own classroom management experiences at Read, through her 
observations of other classrooms (mostly the semester before she began student teaching), Robyn 
notices a correlation between teacher disposition and classroom management. For instance, 
Robyn found that “the kids are pretty consistent with how they act in this class and how they act 
in English class.” According to Robyn, the English teacher and Sophia share similar dispositions 
and teaching philosophies. This led Robyn to conclude, “It seems like if you’re a similar kind of 
teacher the kids would react to you in a similar way.” Moreover, Robyn noted, “I don’t think it’s 
strictly like ‘this kid is a science kid and is not a history kid’, I think it’s more like ‘this kid 
learns in this way and this person teaches in this way.’” This is why Robyn made a concerted 
effort to get to know her students and their personalities as she designed and implemented her 
lessons. 
 While Robyn exuded confidence in her teaching abilities throughout our discussion, I 
learned that her confidence did not come from what she learned at Public University. Robyn 
explained, “I think that the Public University courses have done some good to help me think 
about my teaching philosophy, but it didn’t really do much to prepare me for what teaching 
would actually be like.” According to Robyn, she received “a lot of theory.” Though, she did 
find some of the theory useful. She continued: 
It was useful for me to learn that this is critical pedagogy, this is how this is 
different from this kind of this, this kind of teaching has this sort of effect on kids, 
generally. I think I decided that I would ideally like to be a critical pedagogue without 
being super crazy and radical in a way that people won’t like…It’s funny because I 
remember thinking about this mostly in [my Literacy professor’s] class where I was like I 
really want to be that kind of teacher who can make change from within, but do I want to 
go get arrested for it? No. 
 But I can teach my kids how to think critically about why they’re learning what 
they’re learning and be able to just look at what they’re learning in a good analytical way. 
So with some of this stuff, I knew I wasn’t going to be this kind of teacher; I’m not going 






 Unfortunately, Robyn found that much of what she learned was not useful in her student 
teaching because she lacked quality professors. She stated, “I just wish that the teaching styles of 
teachers were different. So I wouldn’t mind doing some of the coursework if [there] were better 
teachers.” She wanted classes where, “I’m actually an active participant in class. Because going 
up and watching a PowerPoint for two hours is not really very fun.” Additionally, Robyn 
reiterated how she wished her coursework (and Methods particularly) had provided more praxis 
between theory and practical application. She lamented how there was just not enough focus on 
practical application in any of her courses. Robyn explained that she did learn “some really good 
stuff about activities to use in lessons, but I hadn’t actually seen whether they worked or not.” 
 Despite these frustrations, Robyn was happy with her experience at Read and confident in 
her abilities to teach. Looking ahead to the rest of her semester student teaching at Read, Robyn 
was focused on “fine-tuning” more than focusing on larger pedagogical issues.  
 
After Robyn Completed Her Student Teaching 
 I met up with Robyn a few days after she completed her student teaching. Unlike most of 
her peers, Robyn stayed at Read up until the students’ Regents exams in mid-June, a full month 
beyond her Public University obligation. When her student teaching was over, Robyn “felt really 
good about it.” She explained, “I wanted to stay on through the end of the year because I was 
having such a good time. And I felt connected to the students and didn’t want to just leave them 
in the lurch.” In addition to connecting with her students, Robyn wanted to stay because “the 
kids were doing modern day research papers that I wanted to be a part of.” As she explained, 
“one of my skills is writing so I wanted to see if I was able to help and I hadn’t really worked 





 Despite taking over more control of the planning as the semester progressed, Robyn kept 
a similar schedule to earlier in the semester. She arrived at 7:45am and then left after the 
students’ informal tutoring period around 3:30pm or 4pm. She would then, on some nights, 
spend a couple of hours reading up on material (depending on how well she knew it), plan, and 
grade; she also spent a lot of time during the weekends to do this work. Yet through it all, Robyn 
said, “although I did have a lot to do I don’t feel like I was swamped all the time.”  
Throughout her student teaching, Robyn really valued the working relationship she had 
with Sophia. What Robyn appreciated most about it was: 
We have a relationship where we talk a lot about philosophy of teaching and a lot about 
theory versus practice, which is really great for me. Because a lot of what I was 
concerned with was how am I going to translate all this theory that we were talking about 
in education school forever into actual practice. 
 
What made their discussions valuable was how Sophia was able to “talk through things” with 
Robyn while also modeling what she suggested. Particularly, Sophia focused on helping Robyn 
with “thinking about her kids.” According to Robyn, “it was good for me to see how she [builds 
great relationships with her students] and how she approaches problems and deals with them.” 
Because of these relationships, Robyn saw that Sophia’s students “seemed to be at ease in her 
classroom.”  
Robyn was also thankful for the consistent feedback she received from Sophia. 
According to Robyn, “She always gave me feedback on my teaching right afterward. Not 
necessarily a formal debrief…but [things] like ‘what do you think went well? Or that kid was 
doing blah, blah, blah.” Unlike many cooperating teacher/student teacher relationships, Sophia 






From the moment she started teaching her own mini-units three months earlier, Robyn 
continued to trade off teaching mini-units with Sophia. She would often teach for one to one and 
a half weeks, take a few days off, and then would start teaching again. While she never got the 
experience of teaching for a long stretch of time, Robyn valued being able to consistently 
observe and learn from Sophia. Moreover, while Sophia was teaching her units, Robyn had a 
chance to plan her lessons.  
As the semester progressed, Sophia started to trust Robyn’s planning, so their co-
planning sessions turned into solo planning ventures for Robyn, with Sophia looking at the plans 
before she taught them and Sophia sending Robyn her materials before Sophia taught the lessons 
in her mini-units. They shared a “Dropbox” folder where each would be alerted when the other 
uploaded new material, allowing for them to share and critique material from home where both 
of them did much of their planning. 
 By the end of the semester, when Robyn constructed her lessons, she found herself using 
the Workshop Model (described in detail in the previous chapter), which was the style Sophia 
gravitated toward in her pedagogy. Within this model, Robyn saw her students engaging most 
when she led interactive discussions, which she found “natural to lead.” She also noticed her 
students responded well to “anytime [she] did some sort of media,” so long as Robyn provided a 
structured assignment to go along with the media. For instance, when Robyn showed some clips 
from a documentary on the Rwandan genocide: 
I had picked out clips and then I had questions about each one. So we’d pause and they 
would write down something and then we move to the next section so that they could 
actually see what was going on…a lot of them when it’s a long chunk, they just check out 
or don’t think of how it actually applies to what we are learning. 
 
This type of video chunking is something Robyn discussed in her Methods course, where it was 





 Overall, Robyn discovered that when she challenged her students to think critically, they 
became more engaged in what she was teaching. She noted, “I think being asked to do instead of 
being receptive to all the knowledge…[is] a lot more engaging and rewarding [for students].” 
And when students were not engaged, Robyn and Sophia discussed why something was not 
working and they were usually able to tweak whatever was not working for the next time they 
taught. 
 Robyn was able to take chances with her students and her pedagogy and have the 
flexibility to tweak things because she taught in an environment where students wanted to be 
there and wanted to learn. As Robyn put it: “They are not putting up a fight against you. And 
they are respectful and they seem to generally want to be there, which is big. And you know they 
are for the most part very willing to do what you ask them to do…they are a nice group of kids to 
work with.”38  And Robyn cherished that opportunity to build relationships with these students. 
She noticed that when she did so, those students also tended to be even more engaged in class 
and on-task. Robyn found, “you have a little bit more authority over the kids that you interact 
with more, and you could be like, ‘hey so and so, you didn’t do your homework; why didn’t you 
do your homework?’ And then they would be like, ‘oh yeah, I like you enough that I am going to 
do it.’”  
Robyn believed building relationships was so important in positively impacting the 
classroom because, “having more interaction with students allows you to show that you respect 
them as people and they are not just these numbers in a room. And I think that just helps them 
realize that they want to do things for you too.” This dynamic became apparent for Robyn when 
                                                 
38 Robyn acknowledged she would need to do things differently in her classroom to create a similar learning 
environment if she were placed in an unscreened school. In that situation, she would have to focus on differentiating 
instruction to retain high expectations for her students while also getting to know her students well and 





she was tasked with taking over Sophia’s 9th grade classes when Sophia was absent. When she 
took over the 9th grade, she experienced resistance from the students because those students did 
not see Robyn as a teacher (like the 10th grade students); instead, they saw her as that person who 
helps out sometimes and it usually observing Sophia.  
 These struggles Robyn experienced with the 9th graders comport with how she continued 
to define classroom management, “the ability to keep students properly on-task.” With Sophia’s 
9th graders, she struggled with this because she did not have a relationship with the students and 
they did not see her as an authority in the classroom. When it came to her 10th grade students, 
Robyn continued to have few classroom management issues. She explained, “Usually it was 
more a matter of engagement [where] only three kids would be raising their hand and 
volunteering and actually participating.” She would deal with these engagement problems by 
“randomized ‘cold calls’ and making it look like [the students she called on] are not the one 
[she’s] singling out.” But again, this was the extent to which Robyn had to cope with classroom 
disruption because of the school and classroom environment. As Robyn reiterated, “The 
classroom environment is such that…it’s frowned upon by the other students to be disruptive or 
just disruption to the class.” 
Robyn did have a sense of how she might approach a more challenging classroom 
management situation. According to Robyn, she believed, “you can create a space where all 
students feel like they can participate and want to participate and are actually participating in 
whatever way they participate.” She continued that she wanted an environment where disruptive 
students did not “feel like they are being penalized for anything or being cast as the bad student.” 
In other words, Robyn wanted to humanize her classroom and create a space with positivity (like 





 Robyn expanded on this idea of humanizing the classroom when she noted: 
I think people often look at authorities as not being, not having any sort of way to connect 
with them; like they are not, they are totally different entities. And I think that creates 
problems because then they are not going to respond to you as well as an authority, not 
give you that respect; you are supposed to give humans respect. But if they don’t see you 
as a human then they don’t. I mean by saying ‘I am human,’ you are giving them respect 
too, thus being like, ‘okay you can, you have the ability to recognize these common 
traits.’ 
 
While Robyn did not voice any real classroom management struggles while at Read or many 
fears about it in her future teaching, Sophia voiced some concerns about Robyn’s abilities to 
cope with classroom management issues. According to Sophia: 
I don’t know if she’s good at classroom management. I don’t know how she would be in 
a room of kids who really needed some management because I think her personality is 
quite even-keel, so a part of her – it’s like, if I just wait a couple of minutes this will pass, 
which is positive when facilitating discussions, but negative when kids are being 
crazy…I think she might struggle with some management issues. 
 
Sophia continued, that Robyn’s struggles stemmed from “Robyn recognizing there is problem, 
identifying the problem, but not stating clearly or forcefully enough [the need for the] behavior 
[to] change or shift.” According to Sophia, Robyn simply did not “really have a lot of classroom 
management strategies.” Sophia thought Robyn was fully capable of being an effective 
classroom manager, but she noted, “I don’t think being [at Read] has prepared her and I don’t 
think being at Public University has prepared her.” Sophia loved how Robyn applied elements of 
her college honor code in helping students reflect and self-monitor; she just believed Robyn 
needed more specific strategies to cope with more chaotic school and classroom environments. 
 Robyn echoed Sophia’s concerns that she had simply not experienced any real disruptive 
classroom environments during her time at Read. She explained, “I am definitely a little bit 
nervous about going into a school that’s not Read or an elite school because I don’t think I got 





of, I think as teachers.” Robyn voiced her desire to be provided more classroom management 
strategies from Public University: “I think definitely in one of the Methods classes you could 
have one of your weeks where you speak about different management styles or something and 
then talk about ‘have you ever experienced this as a student [or while observing].’”  
Robyn continued, “the more ideas you have, the more you can change things that are not 
working.” For instance, in her Adolescent Health and Safety course, a one-credit course that took 
place over a couple of Saturdays, she learned one classroom management strategy that stuck with 
her, to walk “over to the misbehaving student and just stand close to them.” As Robyn reflected, 
“those are really good things that I didn’t think of on my own…[it] stuck with me and I’ve used 
it.” She was not sure if having a whole class of these strategies would make sense, but Robyn 
acknowledged she would have liked more integration of these strategies into her coursework. 
 In discussing why she wanted to learn more practical classroom management strategies, 
Robyn explained: 
You are on your own trying to figure out how to deal with [classroom management 
situations] and…it’s one of those tools that you can pull out and try. If you don’t have the 
ideas then you have to generate those ideas and sometimes it takes a lot longer to do that 
on your own…It’s better to have more tools at your disposal. So hearing about them 
before you are thrown into that situation is always useful. 
 
This lack of practical pedagogical knowledge reflects Robyn’s overall frustration with her Public 
University coursework. When I asked Robyn to reflect on how her Public University coursework 
prepared her for teaching, she reiterated sentiments she had previously shared with me; she 
“wanted to see if [the theory she learned” worked [in practice].” 39 She appreciated learning 
concepts like “backwards planning” and reading Singer’s book to gain ideas about breaking 
down “huge curriculum…into themes.” With this knowledge and her curriculum projects from 
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Methods I and II, Robyn felt ready to create a lesson; she just did not have the practice of 
implementing what she created or “a good sense of the timing of anything.”40  
 What Robyn really valued from her time at Public University was the chance to student 
teach. She noted, “I think I could have been thrown into classroom and figured it out, but it was 
nice to be able to have a trial period.” She appreciated this time because: 
There is somebody there with you to help you sort out what’s going on…When you are a 
first year teacher you have to figure everything out on your own. I like being in that 
environment where you have a cooperating teacher that you are able to bounce ideas off 
of. They can respond on the spot to things that are going on; if there were times that 
students weren’t doing the right thing, Sophia could just step in and be like ‘guys what’s 
going on;’ being that extra authority, that was really nice to have. 
 
Robyn expanded on why she needed her experience with Sophia rather than being thrust into her 
own classroom with a cooperating teacher: 
I wouldn’t have any sort of modeling to understand; I wouldn’t have her as a model so it 
will just be me...It would be different because I wouldn’t have seen it work, seeing 
somebody else work with the same kids. I wouldn’t be able to be like ‘oh, this girl 
responds if you act this way toward her’…the toolbox that I had would be smaller and 
the tools I [did have] I would have to find them on my own, whereas [having a 
cooperating teacher] will always help somebody find them. 
 
 Because of her experiences at Read and everything that led to her success there, Robyn 
felt very confident to take over her own class in the fall. She gave herself between a 9 and 10 
(out of 10) in terms of her readiness to take over her own class. She explained: 
I just feel comfortable being a teacher and I think that part of that, I mean I think that I 
had a really good student teaching experience and I feel like I am done with academic 
stuff for now, which I’ll want to go back eventually, but I feel very much like I am 
moving into that. I really want to be a teacher and it’s finally time and let me just do it. 
 
Robyn was particularly confident in her ability to work with her future students; her only anxiety 
was about her future school “and how supportive the administration is and how collaborative the 
teachers are with each other and like whether it’s one of those places that’s like teachers hate the 
                                                 





other teachers.” Robyn confirmed her perceived readiness to take over a class according to her 
self-assessment using the DCMA rubric. Robyn gave herself marks in every domain on the 
border of “Exemplary” and “Acceptable,” with a few sub-categories more firmly in one versus 
the other. 
Sophia was even more confident in Robyn’s readiness to take over her own class, though 
she reiterated that Public University had very little to do with that readiness (around a 3 out of 10 
in terms of Public University’s help in preparing her.) When Sophia evaluated Robyn using the 
DCMA rubric, she gave Robyn “Exemplary” marks on every domain except “Pedagogy,” where 
she gave Robyn a mixture of “Acceptable” and “Exemplary.”  
Robin was ready to take that next step as a lead classroom teacher. She was eager to get 
started in the fall, but aware that the first year of teaching would be challenging. Yet she noted, 








Conclusion for the Control Cohort 
 
 While Dana, Conrad, and Robyn demonstrated three distinct journeys through their 
teacher preparation experience, there were similarities in how Public University shaped (or did 
not shape) their conception of classroom management, their comfort of addressing classroom 
management issues in their classrooms, the tools they attained to tackle such issues, and their 
frustrations with what was missing from their coursework that resulted in their lack of 
preparation with regard to classroom management. Below is a breakdown and analysis of how 
their three stories share multiple threads as well as a brief discussion of how and why their 
experiences differed.   
 
Definition of Classroom Management 
As Professor Lee intentionally avoided discussing classroom management, it makes sense 
that Dana, Conrad, and Robyn entered and left their Methods II course with a traditional 
classroom management definition rooted in order and discipline. Each of their definitions 
comported in some way with Balli’s (2011) “Assertive Discipline” where the teacher maintains 
control of student behavior through rules and procedures in order to mitigate classroom 
misbehavior and disruption—such a model results in docile roles for students (Bowles & Gintis, 
1976; Foucault 1995). Their definitions also alluded to students learning the daily routines of the 
classroom (Demeo, 2005) so they could become part of the students’ identities (Gutierrez, 





 For example, Dana began Methods II believing that classroom management was “the way 
teachers structure and organize their classroom, as well as their demeanor in the classroom;” and 
by the time she had concluded her student teaching, her definition only differed in the words, not 
it’s essence: “Making sure that the classroom environment is such that students can learn without 
distractions and without hostility.”  
 Robyn’s simplistic definition of classroom management also varied little from the 
moment she took Professor Lee’s Methods II course through her student teaching. She began 
Methods II defining classroom management as, “The ability to keep students on task, to 
minimize distracting behavior by students, and the ability to project authority in the room.” Her 
definition of the term – as Robyn progressed through Methods II and student teaching – 
remained consistent, with her always focusing on classroom management as keeping students 
“on-track.” 
While Conrad also entered Methods II believing classroom management was about 
control – as he stated that classroom management is “the way a teacher handles the classroom. 
Basically their techniques and strategies to keep students interested while maintaining control” – 
unlike Dana and Robyn, his experiences as a student during Methods II shaped a new 
understanding of the term. Because Conrad was so disengaged from Methods II (and many other 
of his graduate school classes), he became the disruptive student himself in graduate school, 
which helped him realize that classroom management is more than just the interaction between 
the teacher and students. By the end of Methods II, his definition of classroom management 
shifted to acknowledge, “The behavior is a lot of times predicated on how you plan the lesson...if 
the lessons are structured pretty well I think that’d help alleviate a lot of behavior problems.” 





classroom management, which focused more on both teacher and student behaviors and how 
those behaviors affect how students perceive the teacher. 
The similarities in their three definitions illustrate how their understanding of classroom 
management was likely shaped by the pervasive understanding of the concept that has 
traditionally been used in education. Interestingly, while the three of them, and Robyn in 
particular, stressed the importance of building relationships with students and establishing an 
honor code in creating a positive learning environment in the classroom, she never explicitly 
connected the creation of that environment with classroom management. And when Dana and 
Conrad voiced their greatest fear as being classroom management, they articulated that they were 
specifically concerned with behavioral management. At no time did Dana, Conrad, or Robyn 
discuss how their Public University coursework changed and shaped how they conceived 
classroom management and its relation to creating positive classroom learning environments. 
 
Usefulness of Coursework in Addressing Classroom Management 
 For Dana and Conrad, their biggest fear entering Methods II was classroom management, 
and that fear remained until they completed their student teaching. Both of them attributed this to 
the lack of practical pedagogical skills they were provided in Methods II and most of their other 
courses. The main difference between Robyn and her two peers was that she had so many 
experiences in leading large groups of adolescents and young adults that she was never 
concerned with facilitating large groups of people. Yet, that did not change the fact that Robyn 
agreed her coursework did not prepare her to address classroom management. 
 As Professor Lee acknowledged, she intentionally did not include any discussion or texts 





Robyn, and Conrad all noted that they received zero classroom management strategies from 
Methods II, and additionally that they did not learn any specific practical skills from the course 
other than things they picked up from what their peers attempted in the student-led lessons or 
occasional stories from Beth. 
 In general, Conrad, Dana, and Robyn all voiced that a large majority – as high as 80% – 
of their education coursework focused on educational theory. For instance, their Methods II 
course, they stated that even when they learned “methods,” they were not given concrete 
strategies or practice of how to implement the techniques. In discussing the student-led lesson 
from Methods II, the most practical component of the course, Conrad vented, “[Professor Lee] 
didn’t really give us guidelines on what to do; we just come up with a lesson. But I felt like after 
some people started doing [one method of teaching during the student-led lessons] everybody 
else wanted to do it.” Therefore, students began to copy one another instead of having a list of 
different strategies to try, models of how to implement them, and then dialogue about how 
effective the implementation was. This lack of structure and pedagogical support extended to all 
assignments in Methods II where students were unable to bridge educational theory with its 
practical application. In its place, they were provided a basic understanding of how to plan, but 
they never broke down how concepts of plans could effectively be implemented in actual 
classrooms. That is why Dana suggested she wanted a “Teaching for Dummies” that they could 
read through and test out. 
 The only course that all three students cited as making that praxis was their Literacy 
course. For Dana, her Literacy course (and Assessment class) were the only places that “broke 
away from the theory heavy approach” and focused more on “what I should be teaching” and 





“that’s probably the only class that I think I really learned something from.”… Only his Literacy 
class consistently provided him with concrete, practical feedback on teaching. And Robyn 
echoed that Literacy was the only class that created real praxis between educational theory and 
practical application of that theory. The key difference between their Literacy course and most of 
their other teacher education courses (including Methods II), was having a professor who made a 
concerted effort to create a class structured with assignments geared toward creating, testing, and 
evaluating pedagogical strategies and an environment that fostered reflection on one’s practice. 
Their Literacy professors did this by engaging them. As Robyn found, “if the students are 
engaged with the classroom stuff then they’ll work harder at it in the end. I don’t know…but the 
subject that we started off with at least in the literacy class was much more engaging for the 
students [than Methods II].” And it helped engage Robyn, Conrad, and Dana when professors 
explicitly focused on the practical elements of teaching, which in their case, only occurred in that 
Literacy course, somewhat in some of their Assessment course, and briefly in their two weekend 
Adolescent Health and Safety class. 
 Because of this lack of focus on praxis, all three of them did not feel their coursework 
helped prepare them for teaching and classroom management. But because they were not 
provided the praxis and they never experienced what true praxis might look like in their teacher 
preparation (save their experience in Literacy) and how it might help them begin their teaching 
career, Robyn, Conrad, and Dana all suggested in different ways that teacher education should be 
about understanding who you are as a teacher and that you learn the practical elements of 
teaching on the job (which echoed the sentiments of Professor Lee.) As Conrad noted, “I don’t 
think I was [prepared to take over the class] – it was rough. I don’t think you can ever be 






A Classroom Management Toolbox 
 As discussed above, Dana, Conrad, and Robyn all felt they were not provided practical 
teaching and classroom management tools from Public University to use once they entered the 
classroom. Therefore, their sentiment that they had no toolbox heading into student teaching was 
logical. And it also explains why each of them relied on their cooperating teachers and trial and 
error to cope with disruptive learning environments. Dana tried Jacob’s “I’ll wait til it’s quiet;” 
Conrad tried Jeannette’s “3, 2, 1, clap method;” and Robyn just waited until students stopped 
talking as her school and classroom never really had any disruptive behavior other than some 
students not paying attention. Because of this lack of a toolbox, it led Dana to lament when I 
asked what she might do differently to deal with classroom management issues, other than 
waiting for them to be quiet, “I really don’t know. I couldn’t even give you one thing that I could 
do differently.” And for Conrad, he realized how many strategies he could attain from being in 
the classroom. For instance, from just student teaching for a few months he gained a plethora of 
classroom management ideas, noting, “as I go on further I’ll probably learn about 30 more 
different terms for classroom management. By the end of May I’ll probably know 50, so many 
more things about classroom management.”  
 Yet all three of them, despite earlier saying a teacher will learn more on the job than from 
education courses, acknowledged that their transition into teaching would have been smoother 
had they been provided more tools before encountering real students. Dana wanted a master 
checklist of strategies or a Teaching for Dummies, Conrad believed Public University “could be 
giving us some steps probably, maybe even methods and whatnot,” and Robyn wanted to be 






Comportment with the Dynamic Classroom Management Approach  
 While none of the students in Professor Lee’s Methods II course were explicitly taught 
any elements of DCMA – and very few courses at Public University broke down its components 
– Dana, Conrad, and Robyn all integrated their personal experiences as a student, their general 
disposition as a person, and their background experiences in realms outside the classroom to 
unknowingly highlight the importance of many components of DCMA.  
 For instance, Conrad learned from his time working at Macy’s and Robyn realized from 
her time as a soccer coach and captain the importance of building and fostering relationships to 
get people to buy-into what you are doing. They translated these experiences into their 
classrooms and prioritized building relationships with their students, which Conrad in particular 
attributed to mitigating classroom management problems (Conchas & Rodriguez, 2008; 
Noddings, 2005; Noguera, 2004; Stanton-Salazar, 2001; Suarez-Orozco et al., 2008; Valenzuela, 
1999) 
 Then Dana, in modeling the style of Jacob, realized early in her student teaching that 
when she made the material relevant to her students they became more engaged in the learning 
(Dutro et al., 2008; Gay, 2000; Hill, 2009; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Villegas & Lucas, 2002; 
Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, & Curran, 2004). She found this engaged students, “because it’s 
interesting. It’s more about them and less about people that are dead and don’t matter.” Conrad 
and Robyn had similar experiences, like how Conrad often found his “Do Now” most engaging 
to students because he always tried to make those connections to start a lesson. 
 And despite learning specific strategies of how to create and implement a structured, 





courses), all three of them noticed a connection between building structure in their lessons and 
students engagement and on-task behavior (Lemov, 2010). Robyn and Dana were able to work 
with Sophia and Jacob respectively to develop these structures while Conrad was handcuffed by 
the Workshop Model at his school; yet he was able to tweak that model to create a cohesive 
structure he liked by the end of the semester without guidance from Jeannette. 
 In all, each of their experiences demonstrate that new teachers can learn many of these 
skills, but that they are discovered by either a lucky placement with a cooperating teacher, 
through trial and error in their student teaching, or based on prior work and life experiences. 
Moreover, they were never explicitly told how the development of these pedagogical skills is 
directly related to creating positive classroom learning environments and mitigating classroom 
management issues. 
 
Topics/Pedagogy Desired from Coursework to Better Prepare for Teaching 
 Dana, Conrad, and Robyn all voiced a desire for more practical application in their 
teacher preparation. According to Conrad, “I think the information [in class] needs to be 
structured more [around classroom] examples.” And Robyn noted, “I wish we’d done 
more…specific ‘how-tos’ for different types of lessons. How group work looks in lesson 
planning, for example.” 
Dana and Conrad also specifically voiced a desire for courses addressing classroom 
management. As Dana noted, “I’ve been waiting for someone to tell me that I have to take a 
classroom management course. And it’s not required.” She continued, “I think that’s what’s on 
the back of everybody’s mind. Like everyone is thinking about themselves and I don’t want to 





distractions and dangerous situations.” She later suggested, “Regardless of the fact that not 
everything will work for every teacher, you can still have a list of things that have worked for 
some teachers that is more than two. So I think that it could be implemented, it think you could 
probably have a course on it.” 
 Conrad craved similar preparation, voicing “I think certain strategies...[addressing] 
classroom management is something you could transfer; you could learn that in a class and that 
could be easier for you to use in the classroom.” He also believed classroom management was 
the one important piece missing from his Public University coursework. 
 While Robyn did not point to a specific need for classroom management coursework, she 
did agree with Dana and Conrad that they needed more in their “teaching toolbox.” Robyn 
stated, “the more ideas you have, the more you can change things that are not working.” For 
instance, when she learned the strategy of standing by a misbehaving student in her Adolescent 
Health and Safety course she reflected, “those are really good things that I didn’t think of on my 
own…[it] stuck with me and I’ve used it.” She continued, “If you don’t have the ideas then you 
have to generate those ideas and sometimes it takes a lot longer to do that on your own…It’s 
better to have more tools at your disposal. So hearing about them before you are thrown into 
that situation is always useful.” 
 
Takeaways 
 From the stories of Dana, Conrad, and Robyn, it is evident that – at least in their 
experiences at Public University – there was a palpable gap in their teacher preparation because 
of a lack of classroom management pedagogical strategies. Moreover, because they lacked 





creation of positive classroom learning environments, they were left to discover these ideas on 
their own as well as how to put those ideas into practice. And finally, as each of them came into 
Public University with varied backgrounds and experiences, the similarities in their struggles and 
frustration with Public University points to their shared experiences in their teacher preparation 






















Introduction to the Experimental Cohort 
 
 
Professor Gold has been a mainstay at Public University for the past two decades. Her 
road to Public University began as a social studies teacher in Massachusetts before attending an 
elite Massachusetts school of education for both her Masters in Teaching and Ph.D. Her career 
began at a top public Midwest school of education, but Professor Gold returned to New York 
where she worked at Public University with a brief hiatus to teach at an elite Private school of 
education in the Northeast. She served as chair of the Social Studies Education program for 
much of her tenure at Public University, but she relinquished that role to Professor Lee prior to 
participation in my study in the fall of 2012.  
Professor Gold graciously volunteered to collaborate with me to design and implement a 
course that integrated classroom management texts and strategies; this course would act as the 
experimental course from which I selected seven students as part of the experimental cohort. 
Professor Gold entered the fall of 2012 (before we began our collaboration to create the 
experimental Methods II course) with a teaching philosophy grounded in providing practical 
pedagogical skills for her pre-service teachers. As she described it:  
I’ve changed my philosophy over the years and I’ve become a lot more practical. 
I used to start teaching with theories of social studies and what I realized is my students 
could sort of care less about theories of social studies; they wanted to know what to do on 
Monday. 
 So now I sort of front-load the course and most of the course is really practical, 
how to do a lesson plan, how to do a unit plan, because to me, it makes them more secure 
about having some foundation and then towards the end of the course we look at more – I 
don’t want to say theoretical things but things like, ‘how do you deal with race, how do 
you deal with controversial issues’? 
 So I guess my theory is [to show] them how to do lessons, what better pedagogies 
are with kids and not as good and – yeah, I just made it very practical to the extent where 





because I don’t believe in Regents exams; but I guess I’m really focused on some of the 
practical tools that they would use for teaching. 
 
Professor Gold coupled this teaching philosophy with a teaching style that was “very 
informal…very relaxed.” She structured her class where she would “present one or two ideas in 
each class. I model it and they do it and I help them do it. Those things become either 
assignments or whatever but that’s my teaching, it’s not lecture.” 
 From this style, in the past, Professor Gold believed her students “learn how to do a 
lesson plan, they learn primary sources, they learn inquiry, they learn graphic organizers…and 
how to do a unit plan.” In teaching both Methods I and Methods II, she structured it where she 
taught U.S. history during the Methods I course and global history during the Methods II course. 
She would spend more time in the Methods II course focusing on “various ways of assessing 
kids” by looking closely at the New York State Regents exams.  
After 20 years of teaching Methods, Professor Gold felt set in her ways. Therefore, when 
she agreed to create with me and teach a new version of Methods II, she noted, 
The truth was [in the beginning I thought it was a] pain in the ass, more work for me. 
And as it turned out, it was less work for me because the guy provided everything. Not 
just it’s less work for me, but all these materials might be useful for my students. So it 
became a great thing. So it actually gave me more structure and I’m not that structured 
and I’m hoping they learn through that structure of how their kids may be seeing things. I 
was much more deliberate in what I was pointing out and having a whole lesson 
organized around those ideas. 
 
 Together, we designed a course that was highly structured and integrated classroom 
management texts and strategies throughout. We began by altering how Professor Gold would 
teach each lesson. Instead of each lesson being “laid back” and just discussing a few ideas and 
then letting students work, we created lessons where Professor Gold would model the concepts 





practice/workshop the skills she covered. Each “model” part of the lesson had a clear beginning, 
middle, and end to it, mirroring the lesson plan style we created together.  
 In deciding which texts to integrate into the course, we settled on a variety or books, 
chapters, and articles. We started by having students read a chapter or chapters of Doug Lemov’s 
Teach Like a Champion each week. However, students were not just asked to read these 
chapters, they were tasked with evaluating many of his “49 techniques” while they completed 
their field observations each week, using prompts provided by Professor Gold. In addition to 
reading the Lemov book, we had students read a couple chapters from Richard R. Powell et al.’s 
book Classroom management: Perspectives on the social curriculum and reflect on the 
pedagogical techniques suggested by them. As well, students were tasked with reading and 
analyzing with Professor Gold Ladson-Billings’ (1995) concept of culturally relevant pedagogy 
and later they read about and broke down culturally responsive classroom management 
strategies. Lastly, Professor Gold provided her students with the DCMA rubric at the end of the 
semester – which they would later use to evaluate their student teaching performance – however, 
because it was at the end of the semester, many of the students in Professor Gold’s class did not 
remember getting it or reading it. 
 Additionally, I provided Professor Gold with a syllabus structure, lesson plans, and 
course materials that I previously used in Adolescent Social Studies Methods courses I had 
taught using the structure we were creating together. Professor Gold adopted many of these 
lessons and integrated numerous templates and model resources into her course to supplement 
resources she typically used. Lastly, Professor Gold retained many of the texts and templates she 





were more additions to what she already did rather than these additions causing her to remove 
materials she typically taught. 
Like with the students in Professor Lee’s course, in addition to the in-class course 
requirements, students were obligated to do field observations in middle and high schools for 36 
hours over the course of the semester, or a few hours a week. They also spent 36 hours during 
the semester working in an AVID (Advancement Via Individual Determination) classroom that 
helped students build college-readiness skills; however, as discussed above, there was structure 
to the observations and assignments associated with them.41  
  After making these changes to her Methods II course after two decades of teaching it, 
Professor Gold was surprised how much she ended up appreciating many of the changes and that 
she was willing to change how she might teach aspects of the course in the future. In describing 
why she like it, Professor Gold said: 
I enjoyed it because it was new stuff, stuff they’ve seen before in a little different format 
and I was curious to see if they found it more helpful than what we did last semester – 
like we used your unit plan templates. So I thought they were interesting. What I found 
was the one that I thought would be easier they didn’t like as much as the [template that 
had a cycle for them to fill in]. And I too found the [cycle], once it was presented, like it’s 
just all there on that first page, it’s just nice. So I enjoyed it. I mean, hey, you gave me a 
whole new set of stuff. 
 
 Professor Gold articulated the main differences between the experimental course we 
created with the course she traditionally taught when she noted, “it was more structured with the 
beginning, middle and end. Before, I did a beginning and a middle; I never did an end. I never 
sort of said, ‘okay, what did you guys get from this, what are the advantages of this and that.’ I 
think that’s useful.” This reflection Professor Gold did after the “model teaching” portion of her 
lessons – where she asked students what they liked about what she taught and what they might 
change – led to a nice conclusion for the students where they were able to bridge the pedagogical 
                                                 





ideas with what they saw from Professor Gold and what they were observing during their 
fieldwork. Professor Gold explained that this was useful for the students because, “I think it 
made them feel competent that they could talk about how they would adapt [pedagogical 
strategies] to their own practice.” She continued, “And it’s like, yes, that’s exactly what would 
work.  And I was really quite pleased to see that they’re getting it between the observations and 
the class. So actually that end part turned out to be quite useful in that adaptation, what was good 
and what they wouldn’t use.” 
 Professor Gold also ended up appreciating the integration of the classroom management 
texts despite her initial resistance. She explained: 
I really liked [Teach Like a Champion] actually because – I like those chapters – they say 
what we tell the kids, it’s how you build a relationship with the kids, it was really good 
examples. And that’s what of course, you tell them but it can’t hurt them to read it over 
and over again because they’re still looking for some magic thing. Because it’s their 
biggest fear. 
 
She conceded, “If I were to do it again I would include more of that classroom management, like 
those chapters because they just helped to normalize.” 
 What it came down to for Professor Gold was her realization that teacher educators can 
never fully prepare their pre-service teachers for the classroom experiences; but they can give 
them as many tools as possible to reference before getting there. As she put it, “I think that’s 
what the research shows too, as soon as [students get] into student teaching they revert to 
whatever they have to. But at least if they had more from us they would have some ideas about 
what they might do when they get their own classroom.” And Professor Gold acknowledged that 





more about the specific teaching methods usually than classroom management even though 
everybody knows that’s the biggest problem.”42 
 This pedagogical philosophy differed from that of Professor Lee, and therefore, 
exemplified some of the key difference in how the control and experimental Methods II courses 
were constructed and implemented. Professor Gold’s class had a clear structure every week 
while Professor Lee’s class had a loose structure. Professor Gold explicitly modeled and broke 
down pedagogical methods while Professor Lee let the students discover methods on their own. 
Professor Gold related methods texts to her model lessons while Professor Lee did not discuss 
her sole text often. Professor Gold structured her fieldwork around assignments that required 
students to evaluate the pedagogical strategies they read while Professor Lee did not have any 
assignment associated with the observations. And finally, Professor Gold intentionally integrated 
and explicitly discussed classroom management with her students while Professor Lee 
intentionally avoided discussing management.  
These differences in the construction and implementation of the control and experimental 
Methods II courses are elucidated through the stories of Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel. Similar to 
Professor Lee’s course, seven pre-service students were selected from Professor Gold’s Methods 
II course to participate in my study. After conducting the same series of questionnaires and 
interviews with each of these students, three were selected to highlight for this dissertation.  
The three selected – Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel – were chosen based on their student 
teaching placements. Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel were selected because one was placed at a highly 
selective school (Faye), one was placed at a more demographically and academically diverse 
screened school (Ezequiel), and one was placed at a neighborhood school that had minimal 
                                                 
42 Professor Gold noted she did not know any teacher educators talking about research that focused on preparing 





screening and was a school in danger of being shut down (Kate).43 Second, these three students 
were selected because they all took the same courses at Public University in sequential order as 
Masters level students (while one student was not selected because she was enrolled as an 
undergraduate.)  
In all, Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel’s narratives reflect the impact of Professor Gold’s 
Methods II course, a course that was different from many Methods courses taught in universities 
across the nation – one that integrated classroom management texts and strategies. These are 
their stories… 
  
                                                 
43 One student was not selected to highlight for the study because she was placed in an non-traditional setting where 





Chapter Eleven: Faye’s Story 
“I feel like after student teaching I would be able to say, yes, I was prepared and I know why I was 
prepared. I feel like I have the tools, I have the resources, I know where to look if I don’t know something 
and I know some techniques I can use if kids get out of hand. I really have kind of an idea of how I want my 
classroom to be structured and the relationships I want to establish and some of the things I want to do the 
first day to kind of create a safe environment to make kids feel comfortable.” 
-Faye after completing her Methods II 
 
“I make the class fun and interesting for them because I know that they can be a little off-task so I 
try to make sure everything is somewhat more engaging than one of the other classes.” 
-Faye one month into student teaching 
 
“[Building relationships with the students] provides the foundation for the way your classroom is 
going to go. It helps with that classroom atmosphere to what’s going to happen and I feel like if the 
classroom environment is not positive then the rest of what’s going on is not going to be positive, it’s not 
going to be as effective as you can be. Like, you may get through to some students, but I feel like you get 
through to more students when you have relationships with all of them.” 
-Faye after completing student teaching 
 
 
Faye’s Road to Teaching 
When Faye walks into a room, she has a kind, yet introspective disposition – not what 
many think of when they think of a middle or high school teacher. As a Master’s student in her 
Adolescent Social Studies program, Faye was a quiet student who took in and critically analyzed 
what was presented to her. This thoughtfulness about her teaching became evident when I began 
my series of discussions with her about education over the course of a year.  
Faye, a petite African-American woman, grew up in New York City before heading 
down I-95 as a first generation college student to attend an elite private school in Washington 
D.C. In high school, she flirted with the idea of teaching, but nothing materialized because the 
teaching program she was supposed to enter fell through. So when she went off to college, Faye 
enrolled in the school of Foreign Service at her college, hoping to land a job as an ambassador, 
making her D.C. education the perfect venue to launch such a career.  
But her career path took a detour during her time in the nation’s capital. Faye started 





– a program that supports students from 8th grade through their high school graduations. It was 
during these weekend interactions that Faye realized “this is what I wanted to do.” Faye’s heart 
was no longer into finding a career in the Foreign Service; her passion was in working with kids 
and she knew at that point she wanted to alter her career trajectory to become a teacher. 
Interestingly, many of Faye’s peers in the school of Foreign Service also gravitated 
toward careers in education. As Faye put it, “lots of kids go into the program because they want 
to give back something to society, they want to be a contributor in some way and they feel like 
[education’s] the way.” And that’s what Faye wanted to do with her life, find a way to give back. 
When she graduated from college, she enrolled in a prominent east coast university to get a 
Masters degree in African-American studies while concurrently working in the local public 
school system as an in-school math tutor for 8th graders. After completing her Master’s, Faye 
returned home to New York to fulfill her goal of becoming a middle or high school social studies 
teacher – a path that would enable her “to effect change.” 
 
Faye’s Methods Course – From Beginning to End 
I met Faye right before she began her Adolescent Social Studies Methods II course at 
Public University. It was the beginning of her final year in the teacher preparation program and 
the semester before her student teaching experience. By this time, she was ready to dive into her 
teaching experiences, which is evidenced by how she discussed her expectations for her Methods 
II course and the semester as a whole. 
Like many teachers nearing their entry into the teaching profession, Faye feared being 
thrown into her first year without sufficient time to map out her curricular plans and being able 





biggest fear – classroom management. As she said, “I fear creating an effective classroom 
discipline system. I’m not too sure about theories of classroom management translating directly 
in the classroom and being effective.”  
At this point in her education studies, Faye referred to classroom management in the 
more traditional sense, focusing on behavioral management. She saw classroom management as 
“the techniques and methods that teachers use to manage student behavior and the academic 
structure of the classroom.” And while she saw classroom management as grounded in rules and 
structures, she did acknowledge her desire to create these rules democratically, and she valued 
former teachers who treated their students as human beings and employed an authoritative 
approach to their job. 
Faye entered her Methods II course hoping to learn instructional planning skills, 
classroom management techniques, and how to develop sound assessments. She saw the class as 
important to her career as a social studies teacher because it covered these topics in addition to 
culturally responsive instruction and ways to structure material for larger themes and big ideas. 
Faye had a chance to look at Professor Gold’s syllabus for the class, which might have shaped 
these expectations, but she had no way of knowing that classroom management and culturally 
responsive pedagogy were not normally integrated into Professor Gold’s course.  
What Faye seemed to value about the Methods II course was an opportunity to learn 
pedagogical strategies and then see them applied in actual classrooms during her field 
observations, which would help her prepare for student teaching and in her first year in the 
classroom. She wanted this application because, according to Faye, the majority of her education 
classes had too much emphasis on theory rather than practice, which was not what she 





compared to what [they] were getting out in the field in the clinical experience and 
[she]…thought coming into [the Adolescent Social Studies] program [that it] would be heavily 
based on clinical experiences. And [they] have to put in a lot of hours, but it’s not in the way 
[she] thought it would be.” Therefore, she hoped Methods II would help provide her with the 
tools (not just theories) of how to actually utilize culturally responsive pedagogy that engaged 
students. 
Because of her desire to see the application of the educational theories and concepts she 
learned in the classroom, Faye, unlike many of her classmates, consistently completed her 
weekly written reflections during Methods II examining the application of concepts from Teach 
Like a Champion by Doug Lemov to her field observations. In these reflections, it became clear 
she was becoming progressively more attuned to critiquing and reflecting on strategies rather 
than simply describing what she was seeing. For instance, a month and a half into the semester, 
Faye started to realize that some of Lemov’s strategies (in this case the use of props) did not 
account for the negative effects of those strategies; she was starting to analyze both the positive 
and negative implications of actions taken in the classroom. She grounded her critique in her 
own experiences, which made her question the benefits of utilizing props in the classroom. A 
couple weeks later, when analyzing Lemov’s chapter on behavioral expectations, Faye continued 
to critique the book’s techniques based on her personal experiences and she began to recognize 
the importance of looking at classroom management through a preventative rather than a reactive 
lens. She writes: 
After reading Lemov's principles on compliance, I believe that lack of compliance occurs 
when [the teacher] engages in long public corrections with certain students. I have 
watched on numerous occasions, public corrections that are supposed to be short go the 
other way. Not just with the teacher that I am observing currently but in all my 
observations. I can't help but question whether or not public correction of student 





I think What To Do is the most important. From my observations, the teachers that were 
the strongest in classroom management were the ones that provided specific and concrete 
directions as well as consequences. They made sure that students understood what they 
should be doing. I noticed that much of their ability to do so was creating a class routine. 
The teacher that I am currently observing is the same way. It is rare for students in her 
classroom to not know what to do. 
 
Faye was not just accepting these strategies; rather, she was paying attention to how these 
techniques played out in real life. Through these observations, she began to conceptualize the 
importance of concentrating on the preventative measures necessary to create engaged, positive 
learning environments as opposed to reactive ones. But, by the end of the semester, she was still 
frustrated by the lack of being able to practice and apply the strategies she was learning about, 
observing, and critiquing. She wished to have “more time in the classroom…more time to put 
things into practice and see if it actually works.” As she believed: 
There’s just no guarantee that when you’re in that position it’s going to work for you if 
you’ve never done it before…We were supposed to be reflective through observations 
but I kind of felt like it was weird critiquing something that I actually wasn’t doing. 
These are not my actions, I don’t know if this is the response that the teacher wanted. So 
how do I know if it went badly or if it was great? 
 
Faye also believed many of the strategies presented to her, including Lemov’s, were 
geared toward classrooms different from the ones she would be teaching in. For instance, Faye 
thought it would have been helpful to see all of the techniques they were learning in action in 
New York City (NYC) classrooms, because many of the strategies she felt did not necessarily 
relate to the public schools in this largest school district in the U.S. Based on her experiences and 
knowledge of NYC schools, Faye found that: 
The classroom…environment is different; I think the class sizes are a lot bigger, at least 
in the public school system. [When] I was in middle school, we had 40 kids in my 8th 
grade class. Teachers complain about having 30, but we were 40 kids, we were packed in 
there like sardines. So I just feel like the environment is different, the kids are different, 
there’s a lot of diversity, the resources aren’t that great…It seems to me that it might be a 





their own challenges as well. I just feel like the books we read have to do with these 
schools in other places and it would be great to see something about New York City. 
 
Faye and her peers were in NYC classrooms doing observations, which she believed 
could have provided an opportunity to test out the practices she was learning; but in her case 
(and most of her peers), that application didn’t happen. For Faye, she was in a middle school 
(where she ended up student teaching) essentially doing observations where she had no 
interaction with the teacher, students, or classroom – plus her particular school was a highly 
screened school44 that she felt was not typical of most NYC schools. 
While Faye believed there could have been a stronger application of strategies learned in 
her Methods class in NYC classrooms, she appreciated that Professor Gold did a lot of modeling 
in Methods II, which she had not done in Methods I (which she also taught to Faye and her 
peers). Faye found, “If you didn’t understand the reading…you got to see what [Lemov or other 
authors] meant [when] we all had to engage and participate in the different activities. And in that 
way we got to discuss some of the things [the author] suggested…[F]or every reading she 
modeled in some way and then she would ask us, ‘do you know what activity or do you 
remember what this is from?’”   
The only other class at Public University where she received that kind of modeling was in 
her Literacy course. Though she was not often asked to apply these strategies she was learning in 
“real classrooms,” Faye believed she would be able to pull from these strategies during her 
student teaching and when she was teaching on her own. And as it turned out, Fay was able to do 
just that during her student teaching. 
                                                 
44 New York City has a unique public school system where student have choice in where they go to school, outside 
of their neighborhood, zoned school. As a result, some schools choose to have a screening process for admission to 
their school. For middle schools, this screening is usually based on elementary school test scores and attendance, 





Professor Gold also required students to teach different chapters they had learned. Faye 
quickly realized that graduate students often end up acting like high school students during such 
simulations, providing that practical application she was craving during her fieldwork.  
There was one instance where one group of graduate students started yelling at everyone 
else in class, which Faye found to be “a good experience.” Just like most new teachers, Faye saw 
her peers focusing more on the lesson structure and implementation than on the behavior 
associated with the ineffective structures; these were some of the real challenges that surfaced for 
these pre-service teachers as they were preparing to enter their student teaching experience the 
following semester. 
In all, Faye felt like her education courses prepared her for teaching, in particular her 
Literacy and Methods courses. When she began to discuss this preparation after completing 
Methods II, Faye started by breaking down her new understanding of classroom management 
that moved beyond the fairly “traditional” way she had discussed it just months earlier: 
In terms of structuring lessons, setting up a day, even…managing a classroom, I 
feel like I have a lot of tools and resources that I’m aware of that I can use in a 
classroom. I just wonder if you ever feel ready to do something like that. I want to say 
yes I’m ready, I can do this; but I’m just hesitant because I’ve never done it before. So do 
I know if I’m ready? 
 I feel like after student teaching I would be able to say, yes, I was prepared and I 
know why I was prepared. I feel like I have the tools, I have the resources, I know where 
to look if I don’t know something and I know some techniques I can use if kids get out of 
hand. I really have kind of an idea of how I want my classroom to be structured and the 
relationships I want to establish and some of the things I want to do the first day to kind 
of create a safe environment to make kids feel comfortable. 
 
To actively engage her students, manage behavior, and establish rapport with the 
students, Faye planned to run her class efficiently – handing back homework on time, 
establishing routines, connecting material to students’ lives, being culturally responsive, 





engaged. According to Faye, “there’s a lot going on in the classroom, a lot more than I feel like 
we think about on a day to day basis.”  
As Faye got ready to student teach, she felt like she had the cultural responsiveness thing 
“nailed down,” but she was a little worried about dealing with behavioral management. This 
made her stress the importance of preventative measures when she envisioned setting up her own 
classroom. 
I’ve seen kids just get out of hand and my only thing is to kind of prevent that 
from ever happening, prevent that from being something that could happen. And that’s 
when I think of the social contracts and spending maybe the first week of classes getting 
to know students and creating classroom rules that both the teacher and the students come 
up with together. 
Those are the kind of things that pulling students into – this is my classroom, this 
is the teacher’s classroom, this is our classroom, this is my space, what kind of rules 
would I like in place for things to work out in the space and for things to be positive. 
That’s the only thing that I can think of that to me would work effectively, something that 
you can go back to when there’s a problem. Like we have a contract that says if this 
happens or if this goes on, this is how we’ll deal with it…  
I feel like you can build an authentic relationship not just between you and the 
students, but between the students themselves. It kind of creates a standard that they’ve 
created for themselves that they’re willing to live up to. And so that kind of changes the 
entire dynamic; it’s not so much that I’m telling you that this is how you should be…So 
you should act in that way because that’s what you want for yourself and all I’m asking is 
for you to live up to the standard that you set for yourself versus me telling you. 
It makes things more democratic and kids like to have a say in what they’re 
doing; they like to be in control of something about their lives. And this is one way to 
kind of give them control because they really don’t have a lot of control in the other 
areas, like the content of what we learn… 
But I still worry about the idea of a just completely disruptive classroom. And 
possible techniques for getting that classroom back into control. 
 
Faye started to understand that she could control the environment in her classroom that 
would mitigate most classroom behavioral issues. A large component related to creating this 
positive learning environment was rooted in getting students engaged. As Faye said,  
Well, I would say if it’s an engaging activity then students are more likely to stay 
on task than it is if it’s not…I think it’s just because they’re drawn in, they’re focused and 
they’re actually enjoying what they’re doing. But if it’s something that they think is 





And I think adults are the same exact way. If we’re not engaged we’re not paying 
attention. I think that’s just a human fact… 
It’s not really anything scientific too, we just don’t pay attention to things that 
don’t interest us or don’t draw us in. And that’s part of the reason I said the motivation, 
like from the “Do Now” to the motivations to get them into that. That’s important stuff 
and it’s really hard to bridge that. 
 
Despite her confidence and excitement at the end of her Methods II course, Faye was still 
nervous about where she might be placed for her student teaching and anxious about who her 
cooperating teacher might be. Most of all, she worried about being placed in a school and 
classroom where there was not a lot of support. She had heard stories of student teachers being 
handed lessons without any control over what was being taught and how it was being taught, 
having a cooperating teacher that would not give up control of their class, or having a 
cooperating teacher that handed over their class completely without any support at all.45 
Luckily for Faye, she was placed in the school and classroom where she had observed 
during her Methods II course – a very nurturing environment where she was able to have a nice 
balance between having freedom to experiment, but support when she needed it. She hoped 
student teaching would be that “confidence booster” where she could test out those strategies 
from her “toolbox.” 
 
One Month Into Faye’s Student Teaching 
In the spring, Faye started student teaching at Franklin Middle School (part of the larger 
Franklin Public K-8 School) in New York City.46 Franklin, a screened middle school based on 
students’ ELA and Math test scores in elementary school, was added to the elementary school in 
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46 Initially Faye was supposed to teach at Franklin Middle School through mid-April and then switch to a high 
school in NYC. However, those plans changed halfway through the semester and she remained at Franklin for the 





2006. Franklin’s entire school houses 731 students with 94% attendance. 100% of its students 
receive free and reduced priced lunches while 20% are in special education and only 2% are 
English Language Learners. The school is diverse racially/ethnically with 64% Latina/o students, 
25% Black, 5% Asian, and 5% White. The school utilizes a rotating block schedule with longer 
periods that do not meet every day. 
I caught up with Faye a month after she began student teaching. Faye was excited to be 
student teaching; as she put it, “I had wanted to be a teacher for so long. So the idea that I’m that 
much closer is exciting.” Yet she still had some self-doubt. Her cooperating teacher Mia – a 
young Latina who also received her teacher preparation from Public University and Professor 
Gold – repeatedly told Faye she was doing a good job, but Faye was reluctant to accept the 
praise. According to Faye, “The implementation of my lessons are not going the way I had them 
planned out in my head. Even the way I had them planned out on paper; it’s easy to write 
something down, but in reality, sometimes student questions or just the flow of the class goes an 
entirely different way.” This type of self-doubt is common among new teachers, as it is hard to 
match up your planning with how things turn out; but it also says a lot about the type of person 
and educator Faye is. Instead of hearing positive praise and thinking she is great and that she 
does not have a lot to work on, Faye recognized her own faults and wanted to reflect on and 
correct her practice until she felt her results were what she was hearing from Mia. 
Faye observed Mia her first week of student teaching, but by the second week, Mia had 
Faye teach at least one of the three 7th grade U.S. history sections every day. Faye taught the 7th 
grade sections until she was given two 8th grade classes to take over on February 27th. These 






On a regular day, Faye arrived at school at 7:30am and then left at 3pm, but she 
sometimes stuck around until 4:30pm/5:00pm when she could. During the day, when she was not 
teaching, Faye would go to the computer lab and work on lesson planning and grading. When 
she got home, instead of taking a break, Faye would spend another four to five hours planning. 
She attributed this to not having a lot of resources outside of the students’ textbooks (which the 
students did not use); so, she spent these hours scouring the internet trying to find readings and 
making handouts.  
All these hours she put in was part of Faye’s frustration with how the lessons were going 
in reality. For instance, she lamented: 
I spent my entire past Sunday planning. I felt like planning for 2 days, it didn’t go well 
and I was very upset. I was just like I spent the entire day pulling this stuff together and it 
just didn’t happen the way I wanted it to…I’m having difficulty with time management. 
I’m not getting to everything that I would like to in the class… I just want to make sure 
they understand before I move on to the next thing and sometimes I get backed up. 
 
Mia was trying to help Faye with this, but Faye was frustrated that she was having difficulty 
gauging what to spend time on and how to move forward, a skill she came to improve over the 
course of the semester. 
A large part of Faye’s progression can be linked to the quality of her mentor/mentee 
relationship with Mia. From the outset, they had a consistent support system and schedule 
established.47 They had a routine where Faye had her lesson ready the day before teaching it and 
gave it to Mia to look over. Mia then raised questions about Faye’s “Do Now,” guiding questions 
to keep the conversation moving, and other elements of the lesson. However, Mia did not require 
that Faye make changes to conform to what she wanted; instead, Mia gave Faye the freedom to 
try things her way and then they would debrief about how the lesson went after Faye taught. And 
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they always debriefed, even if it was by text, email, notes, or actually sitting down and talking at 
the end of the day,48 which in my experience working with many cooperating teachers over the 
years, is not the norm.  
The debrief style varied, with Faye sometimes starting by discussing what she thought 
went well and what she needed to improve while other times Mia would go straight into things 
she noticed, both good and bad. For instance, Faye noted that “usually if there’s something that 
I’m missing she’ll tell me why I’ve missed it and she’ll tell me why it’s important for me to do 
those things with this group.” Mia framed these discussions in a positive way, letting Faye know 
she liked the lessons, but suggested certain ways Faye could restructure the lesson or make 
adjustments to be more effective – things like working on circulating the room and better 
explaining handouts. When Mia stressed that Faye focus on circulating the room, she tried it 
during the next lesson and it started to pay off; she noticed that when she started making these 
adjustments it kept students on-task. 
Faye’s willingness to listen to and implement advice from Mia stemmed from Faye’s 
belief in Mia’s effectiveness with her students. Interestingly, when asked to describe what makes 
Mia so effective with her students, Faye went directly to the traits she had previously noted as 
critical to her own effectiveness when she got her own class: classroom management, building 
relationship with her students and their parents, connecting material to students’ lives, and 
building a consistent routine – all of which are key elements of DCMA. As Faye put it, “I think 
they respect her and she knows that they she respects them. So the way they come into her 
classroom just creates a different environment. They know what they’re [in her class to do], they 
                                                 
48Debriefing varied because meetings, working with students, and other required tasks, often complicated the day’s 





know what their relationship is, and they kind of know routinely what they’re supposed to be 
doing.”  
By observing a neighboring Spanish class with the same students, Faye realized the 
environment Mia created in her classroom did make a difference. In that Spanish class, the 
students were regularly off-task and antagonistic. The Spanish teacher yelled and played 
favorites, making it difficult for her to make a legitimate connection with her students. As a 
result, her students would challenge her and get away with it because they did not think there 
were any real consequences. Plus, many of the students thought the teacher did not like them, 
which altered their behavior in the class. Faye noticed: 
With the Spanish teacher, when they get out of control the relationship is not there. So 
even after they act up and they get their detention they never go back and apologize. 
[With Mia], I’ve seen kids who have acted out and are not doing their work, [Mia will] 
call them out about it and speak to them and then they’ll come back. Not that day, the 
next they’ll be in the classroom apologizing for their behavior. 
 
Mia spoke with these students in a positive light, letting them know “I’m coming down on you 
because I want the best for you and I want you to do your best. So don’t give me attitude because 
I’m pushing you, I’m supposed to push you. And then the student is like, ‘yes, miss, I know, I 
was having a bad day.’ And started explaining what happened that led them to just either ignore 
her or not be doing what she asked. And then they would apologize.”  
This difference in effectiveness with the students, as Faye noted, was linked to building 
relationships with the students and making the curriculum relevant to the students, which “pulls 
them in.” If the teacher was yelling, students “would see it as the teacher being hostile towards 
them and…they would keep their guard up the entire time. And it will not give them that chance 





Faye saw with one student in particular, the Spanish teacher struggled with building that 
relationship: “The relationship is not there and I don’t know if she would ever be able to build 
the relationship with him in that way; he already feels that she doesn’t like him and it’s just not a 
good situation. And she really just wants him to succeed in the class and he doesn’t get that. He 
thinks that she’s always picking on him.”  
But in Faye’s classes, she found she was able to mitigate many of the behavioral 
problems by integrating elements of DCMA and focusing on student engagement – which she 
excelled at by bringing in creativity to her lessons, establishing routines, relating content to the 
students’ lives, and always starting the lesson with a motivation to hook students into the lesson 
– similar to Mia and in alignment with what she learned in Professor Gold’s Methods II course: 
I feel like I make the class fun and interesting for them because I know that they can be a 
little off-task so I try to make sure everything is somewhat more engaging than one of the 
other classes. And it’s not right but because the other class is ahead of them – it’s a 
second run so I’m more comfortable with the flow of the lesson, I’ve done it already so 
it’s not the same. 
 
As the semester progressed, she was able to get more participation, and she attributed this 
to the students warming up to her and getting to know the different needs of her students and 
classes. Once she did that, Faye was able to differentiate the learning for her students to get all of 
them to buy into the lesson. Faye also maintained student engagement by ensuring the content 
was relevant to students. As she put it, “To me they don’t see any importance in what they were 
doing unless you bring it back to today; that’s why I’m having movies like [Food Inc.] and 
getting them to read Upton Sinclair. I think it just makes them feel…[like] they’re a part of 
history too.” 
But when she had student read aloud or silently without structure or incorporating a 





focus, which required Faye to address these actions by walking up to the students’ desks and 
tapping on them to help them regain their focus.  
Many of these tricks and strategies Faye was pulling from early in her student teaching 
semester came directly from Professor Gold’s class. As Faye noted, “I always use Professor 
Gold’s method for planning,” which involved having a strong motivation at the beginning of the 
lesson that related to the students’ lives, smooth transitions between parts of lessons, 
“differentiated learning,” and “clear instructions” throughout. Faye also drew techniques from 
Teach Like a Champion, where she went back to reference certain chapters on planning and 
behavioral expectations. And it seemed that Faye was able to embody many of Lemov and 
Professor Gold’s teachings into her early effectiveness in working with the students.  
Mia echoed the impact of this coursework on Faye’s readiness to take over a classroom. 
On a scale of 1-10, Mia gave Faye a 9.5 in terms of how well her courses prepared her for 
teaching. According to Mia, Faye’s Methods courses really shaped what she was able to do in the 
classroom: “[Faye] definitely talks about her Methods classes and she brought into perspective 
what other student teachers were doing and the challenges they had. And so just talking about 
that, I think helped her kind of see where she envisioned herself in the classroom.”  
The application of these tools learned from Professor Gold came into full view in looking 
at how Faye was able to be so effective early in her time at Franklin when other teachers, like the 
Spanish teacher, struggled with the same students. According to Faye: 
One of my peers said I look like I don’t play. Some of the kids have said that too. But I 
don’t feel that way. I really don’t know why I can say something to them and they just 
listen sometimes. Because sometimes with some of them I have to speak more than 
once…I mean I try to carry myself that I expect the best and the upmost from kids in 
behavior and their academics. I mean, that’s how I feel. But see, I don’t know if I want to 






This uncertainty of her whether her success at Franklin translating to a different environment 
also stemmed from her nervous about coping with behavioral management, which she 
differentiated from classroom management. As she noted: 
I was nervous more so…about whether or not the students would be able to…be engaged 
with the things I chose. I really wanted them to enjoy what we were doing in class so I 
was worried about that. And the classroom management, I’m still worried about. Because 
I feel like [Mia’s] there so I’m not really developing – well not necessarily classroom 
management but the behavioral management. I feel like I’m not getting that portion of it 
which makes me a little bit worried. 
 
So while she didn’t completely buy that her approach and experiences would translate to 
a more traditional NYC middle school – one that is not highly screened – Faye attributed much 
of her success to having high expectations and conveying a sense of care for her students.  
 
After Faye Completed Her Student Teaching 
By the end of her student teaching experience, Faye taught a total of six weeks with the 
two 8th grade sections and five weeks with two 7th grade classes – two full units for each grade 
where she taught at least one of these groups every day until she finished in May. Faye also kept 
the same hours at Franklin, where she showed up around 7:45am and stayed until between 3pm 
and 5pm depending on the day. The main difference between her work schedule at the beginning 
of the semester and the end of the semester was she realized she did not need to be spending so 
much time planning at home; instead, she could use prep time at school to get much of her 
planning done. This did not mean Faye stopped planning at home – she still continued to work 
three to four hours an evening on planning and grading – however, she started to take Saturdays 
for herself. As a result, she noticed that she lightened up, relaxed, and was less stressed, which 





translating to the quality of her lessons, Faye said it made a significant difference in terms of her 
mental sanity. 
By the end of the semester, Faye’s tone and message about her experience remained 
consistent with her experiences after one month; the only difference was an acknowledgement of 
her success and progress (which Mia echoed). As Faye put it, “I feel like I’ve learned a lot of 
what to do and what not to do and the kind of teacher I want to be and the things I want to do in 
my classroom.” What Faye attributed this confidence and preparedness to was her improved 
relationship with her students: “I think I got to know the kids a little better and what worked with 
each different set of kids.” Once she built those relationships, she realized she did not have to be 
Mia; she could be herself and still excel. Faye did this by chatting with students when they would 
visit her while she was prepping in the computer lab. They were not there for help; they came to 
talk. They would talk “about their favorite subjects or their classes or what they were listening to 
or doing…in general, what was going on in their lives.” 
These relationships translated to how Faye managed her class and how on-task her 
students were. Faye realized how great her students were acting when she was able to compare 
her 7th graders’ behavior at the end of the semester with the same students’ behavior in their 7th 
grade English class that met in the computer lab where Faye worked during her prep periods. She 
attributed the positive and on-task behavior to routines and expectations Mia established and that 
Faye continued: holding students accountable for actions, explicit expectations, consistent follow 
through with consequences for not comporting to those expectations that the class agreed upon at 
the beginning of the year, and rewards for positive behaviors and actions. Conversely, the 
English teacher would talk to students “50 millions times” and then if the students really pushed 





But it also came down to those relationships Faye mentioned. In describing how Mia was 
able to create that positive learning environment in her class, Faye focused on how Mia was the 
one teacher who planned trips for the students, who knew them and their parents really well, and 
she spent time with the students outside of class and after school. As a result, the students 
“respect her classroom… They also know why it’s important for them to be on track and what 
they’re doing every day…[T]hey understand where they’re moving in that classroom.” While 
these strategies worked for Mia and Faye, the English teacher struggled because she gave so 
many chances that led to the students believing, “If I know I can misbehave or basically not 
follow directions.” But it was more than just the lack of follow through and consequences that 
Faye attributed to the English teacher’s struggles; the English teacher did not have a strong 
relationship with the students, know them as well, or stick around after school. If she had done 
those things, Faye believed the students would have behaved differently: 
I think that when you know your students they to some extent know you it 
changes the way they relate to you and to what you’re saying and there’s a respect that’s 
built in that relationship. And I feel like if it wasn’t here they wouldn’t respond in the 
same way…I feel like that relationship drives the way they react to her. I just don’t see it 
happening in that way, otherwise… 
Having a relationship makes the kids feel like it’s not just you’re trying to tell me 
what to do, you care. So you’re doing it not just because this is your job and this is what 
you have to do and this is the rules, but you also care about me as a person and as an 
individual and you wouldn’t be doing these things. Part of it is because you want to see 
me, for the rest of my future, you want to see me be successful. And I feel like they know 
that because of that relationship with her. 
 I feel like a lot of students want to feel like they have connections to their 
teachers, that it’s not just all about school work and turning your assignments in on time, 
that teachers actually genuinely have concern for them as individuals. And I feel like 
without that then you’re just trying to tell me what to do for no reason. There’s just no 
point to why you’re being so strict and why I should listen to you. 
 
It is not just the creation of these relationships that Faye believed was important, but 
getting to the point where students see explicitly that you care about them. Faye had experienced 





students, who saw the teacher as hating them. As a result, the students acted out. In describing 
one of these teachers at Franklin, who she considered to be Mia without the relationships, Faye 
noted,  
The kids honestly feel like she hates them. And she’s strict and she gets things done but 
it’s always this fight and this constant battle with them and I feel like it’s because they 
don’t feel a connection to her and they don’t feel like she likes them…And it’s not that 
she’s ineffective, it’s not that she’s not structured and I mean she always has everything 
planned, it’s just most of the kids – I wouldn’t say all of them – feel like she hates them. 
And every day they walk in there and it’s a fight. They get their work done but the 
dynamic is off. 
 
This teacher she described has a family and a child in elementary school that required her 
to leave right after school; but Faye believed this detracted from the relationship the teacher 
could build with her students. While this makes sense, Faye truly believed that the building of 
relationships with students is one of the most important factors in teaching, which she 
experienced firsthand through her teaching. 
I feel like it provides the foundation for the way your classroom is going to go. It 
helps with that classroom atmosphere to what’s going to happen and I feel like if the 
classroom environment is not positive then the rest of what’s going on is not going to be 
positive, it’s not going to be as effective as you can be. Like, you may get through to 
some students, but I feel like you get through to more students when you have 
relationships with all of them. 
  Yeah. There’s this connection that I’ve seen with that that for me I felt that was – 
the most difficult thing is because I don’t have a lot of time to hang out with the kids at 
lunch and the classes that I had the most I felt like I built a solid relationship with. Those 
were the classes were I felt like I got through the most material or I was most effective. 
  I noticed that for me I struggled with that particular class that I didn’t really have 
a relationship with and to me it was that willingness to take a risk, that willingness to 
participate. They were very shy. That was difficult. And I felt that was partly because of 
the relationship and so I feel like building a classroom environment and building that 
relationship with the kids they’re more likely to say what’s actually on their minds.  
 
This strong relationship in Faye and Mia’s classes helped students not only feel a connection 
with their teacher, but they felt safe in speaking their mind, which is critical for a classroom 





But if students felt threatened, for instance when a teacher yells, it can erode that safe 
space. Faye noticed this phenomenon when observing Mia’s ICT class (co-taught class with a 
special education teacher). The special education teacher yelled at a student who yelled back and 
it became a five to ten minute confrontation between the two of them and the class suffered as a 
result of it; but Faye did not want that to happen in her class. 
 To me anytime you yell at kids everybody in the room stops doing what they’re doing to 
watch. So I’m still feeling this out because classroom management is new in this capacity 
where I’m in control, but I’ll walk over and if somebody is speaking loudly I’ll lower my 
voice. And it works with some of the kids, if you lower your voice they’ll lower their 
voice and it’s just me and you and everybody can do about what they’re doing. 
 
In coming up with this strategy, Faye relied on Teach Like a Champion from Professor 
Gold’s Methods course. Faye’s belief about the powerful dynamic between a teacher’s 
relationship with the students and classroom management can be traced back to Faye’s own 
experiences as a student and her time working in Philadelphia schools; but these specific skills, 
strategies, and philosophies were honed by texts within her Public University coursework like 
her reading and analysis of Teach like a Champion in Professor Gold’s and other texts from her 
Methods course. Mia noticed Faye’s knack for building relationships with her students and other 
classroom management skills, skills her previous Public University student did not have. In other 
words, the classroom management coursework integrated into Professor Gold’s Methods course 
seemed to make a difference. 
Faye’s integration of ideas learned in Professor Gold’s course also went beyond the 
building of relationships and strategies of behavioral management; they focused on how to create 
a curriculum, lessons, and activities that connected with the students. Faye began doing this early 
in the semester but seemed to fall into a better groove as the semester progressed. For instance, 





the colonies by the British, she compared that taxation to New York City Mayor Bloomberg’s 
soda ban proposal. Faye did this because she wanted to come up with questions to “connect to 
something in their lives and their own opinions about a particular topic [they] were talking about. 
There may be one question that was like, why did this happen or what was the reason for this? 
But mostly it was, what do you think? If you were a colonist whose side would you choose and 
why?” Such tactics drew the students into the content and got them engaged in the lesson, which 
created a positive learning environment and mitigated off-task behaviors.  
Faye attributed this style of lesson planning to a combination of Professor Gold’s 
Methods class and Mia, both of whom “stressed this idea of connecting to the students and 
letting them give their opinion because it gets them more engaged if they get to actually evaluate 
or give their own personal thoughts, something that’s not a wrong or right answer on a topic. So 
it did draw them in.”49 Once they were able to come up with their own ideas, Faye found that it 
really hooked the students into the lesson. It took them to the point where “they’re always 
looking for a wrong or right answer and so they give their opinion thinking if it’s wrong or right. 
And it could be either as long as I back it up with evidence.” Grappling with the material helped 
empower the students. It was Faye’s foundation in the creation of rigorous lessons that 
challenged the students, according to Mia, that enabled her students to respond to Faye better 
than most of her previous student teachers. 
Faye also learned from Professor Gold that when structuring lessons that provide an 
opportunity for students to draw their own conclusions, that you need to structure it “where 
you’re not making a value judgment on an opinion…staying away from your opinions and 
allowing the kids to debate the issue and letting them know right away there is not wrong or right 
                                                 






answer to…the topic that we’re discussing.” These tough conversations required a high level of 
student engagement, of reliance on a safe space for students to speak where they trust and respect 
one another and the teacher as well as understanding that students have different interpretations 
of history based on their background. 
Keeping these concepts in mind, to create an engaged environment in her class, Faye 
tended to start every class during her “Do Now” with an exercise where students would have to 
make these connections she learned from Professor Gold and Mia. When she did this, she found 
it effectively engaged the students from the outset, which trickled down to the remainder of the 
lesson so long as there was a connection between the “Do Now” and the rest of the lesson. 
Because as Faye discovered: 
When my motivation failed then it was lackluster after. Like if the motivation didn’t do a 
good job of connecting to what we were going to do – pulling the students in – then there 
was kind of the lesson that followed was a little lackluster, the enthusiasm wasn’t there. 
But as long as that was good then I felt like I had pulled them in. 
 
This enthusiasm was the catalyst for a successful lesson. But Faye experienced 
unexpected hurdles to students successfully buying into the “Do Now,” most notably when 
vocabulary got in the way of their understanding of the task. She first experienced this struggle 
when she asked the students to answer “whether war is ever justified.” However, the students did 
not know what justified meant and therefore, they were not able to come up with thoughtful 
answers to this question that one would assume would interest middle school age kids. Once 
Faye realized this, she was able to adapt and not assume they knew a word by asking if students 
knew tougher words before moving on. If one person knew the definition, Faye would have him 
or her give the definition to the class; if they did not, she would give them the definition. She 
also demonstrated this flexibility and reflectivity when she would notice problems with her first 





next class, which is one sign of a successful teacher. This adaptability by Faye showed her 
flexibility and growth in terms of lesson implementation. 
Another strategy Faye integrated into her teaching was treating and teaching her classes 
differently based on the individual and group needs of her students, which is a critical part of 
DCMA. Faye noticed that her classes were very different. As she stated: 
Because the classes were very different in terms of the way the kids – I wouldn’t just say 
the way they learned, it was just the diversity between the two classes, I just approached 
the topics. It was the same material same content, same question but I just did a different 
approach with one of the classes because I felt like they needed things in their hands…I 
picked up on their different learning styles and I knew that they just needed a different 
approach. One class needed a little bit more foundation than the other class so I just did 
that.  
 
Such adaptability and differentiation resulted in Faye being able to get through to most of her 
students irrespective of their learning style, background, and specific needs.  
Yet despite Faye’s progression and comfort level with multiple elements of DCMA, she 
still said she was most nervous about classroom management during her first year teaching. 
I’m very nervous about that because I’ve been in other schools and [Franklin] is a piece 
of cake. It’s nice and it’s a lot of structure and there are a lot of expectations and already 
established consequences for kids when they act out; like there’s a routine that, things 
that kids are used to. And most middle schools – because I remember my middle school, 
we didn’t have detentions. You didn’t get kicked out of class; there was no one that they 
could call to come get you. And I feel like that for most New York City public schools 
that’s still the way it is, that’s how it’s set up…So I’m just a little bit nervous about 
dealing with disruptions in the classroom that can’t be managed by asking the students to 
leave or by having someone come and get the student and things being a little bit more 
crazy…because I haven’t had the experience with dealing with that. 
 
What this demonstrates is that Faye had confidence in many of the preventative measures she 
could take in mitigating classroom management problems; but she worried about the reactive 





In her anticipation of dealing with these problems during her first year teaching, Faye 
went back to the importance of building relationships with her students and focusing on creating 
solid routines with high expectations. 
I think getting to know each student individually – which is something I noticed 
about some of the kids. Seating structure matters, it matters a lot. Where you put certain 
kids affects the entire classroom and it also affects them. So just getting to know the 
students and who they work well with and the relationships between each other…I 
noticed that with Mia, what she’s able to do. She knows her kids extremely well, she 
knows who’s friends with you and she knows when they have fallen out and she’ll step in 
and fix. So I really feel like if you know your students then you can kind of mitigate any 
potential situations. 
 I feel like there has to be some kind of routine. I think the routine helps in terms 
of structuring the class and the flow of your lesson. If the kids know every day what is 
expected of them, building that relationship with your students, where they feel like they 
can talk to you or where they can raise their hand and say they don’t understand or just 
coming to you after school because they need help. 
 And I think that’s the foundation. If you have classroom rules, if you have a 
routines, and if you have a relationship with the kids – if you develop all three of those 
things and that holds well for the way you’re able to manage your classroom, [it] really 
affects your teaching and how effective you are in getting the objectives met. 
 
 By integrating these important elements of DCMA, Faye believed she could create a safe 
classroom with a positive learning environment where students are engaged. Faye came to this 
approach by integrating strategies from her Methods courses, her experiences in the classroom, 
and from her time working with Mia. She wanted to take these experiences and ideas about how 
to teach to become a specific type of teacher: 
I want to be both strict and cool with my students, like I really want my classroom 
to be some place that they can come to any anytime, if there’s any problems, I want to be 
someone they can talk to. And I want my classroom to be that kind of place where we can 
have discussions about anything and any topic and debate things and kids really feel like 
they’re learning and making sense out of real world issues, not just history because a lot 
of kids think history is boring and think it’s just a past but I really want it to be a place 
where they can connect and see how much that past affects our future and how important 
it is to know history and what happened before present. 
 [And I want my students to say she] doesn’t play but she cares about us, she’s like 
that because she really wants us to learn and she wants us to be successful in the future 
and she believes that we can all have a positive effect on this world and that we have the 






While Faye knew the type of teacher she wanted to be, she did not give herself a 10 in 
terms of how prepared she felt to teach on her own. Faye rated her preparedness to start teaching 
as an 8 because she was concerned about her new school’s dynamic and classroom management, 
but not because of her lack of preparation. As Faye put it, “it’s not that [I am] lacking the tools, 
[I am] lacking the time and practice.” Faye even rated her own skills in the different components 
of the DCMA rubric as all “acceptable” and “exemplary” while Mia, in evaluating Faye, rated 
Faye as “exemplary” for nearly every component. According to Mia – who wanted Faye to work 







Chapter Twelve: Kate’s Story 
“The biggest misunderstandings about classroom management is that it is a reactive thing, not a proactive thing. If 
a teacher lays the groundwork for a positive, respectful classroom, this [becomes] classroom maintenance, not 
management.” 
-Kate after completing Methods II 
 
“It’s more about reading and understanding teenagers in what they’re going through – being empathetic…[Also], I 
can’t really think of the [students] as collective; it is an environment. But when I see classroom management I see 
individual challenges because they’re all different.” 
-Kate after a month of student teaching 
 
“I think lesson planning and basic classroom management you can learn, but what you prioritize as a human being 
has a lot more to do with how you project yourself in a classroom; I found that out. You shouldn’t have to tell 
somebody that you should respect your students, it seems like it should be obvious, I do think it’s worthwhile but if a 
kids is going to walk and be like, ‘oh, I don’t want to deal with these kids’ there is nothing Professor Gold could do 
or anybody could do to change that person’s mind.” 
-Kate after completing student teaching 
 
 
Kate’s Road to Teaching 
Kate, an energetic career changer, always had an idea that teaching was for her. She grew 
up in a small farming town outside of Syracuse that only had two stoplights and almost no racial 
or religious diversity. As Kate described it, it was “small town America.” Kate had an inkling at 
the age of 16 that teaching was for her, but like so many teens, she decided to pursue something 
else. She left her hometown to attend a private college in central New York where she majored in 
journalism. Kate loved performing and the arts, and therefore, hoped to make a career out of 
television journalism, which combined those passions. However, by the time she completed her 
degree, Kate realized television journalism was not what she thought it was; she did not want to 
be that journalist who had to show up at funerals with cameras. As a result, she decided to move 
to New York City to try something else. 
Over six years of administrative jobs, Kate’s desire to educate grew. During that time, 
Kate worked in three different administrative jobs for about two years apiece. First, Kate worked 
as a production coordinator for a small, television production company where she was in charge 





assistant/meeting planner for a non-profit. Finally, Kate was an administrative assistant for the 
sales department of a boutique hotel in Times Square.  
Through these years of administrative work, as Kate noted, “I always sort of said through 
undergrad I’ll do this for a while and then I’ll go back and I’ll teach.” Once Kate got engaged to 
be married, things got real for her; she realized “I was not doing what I was meant to do. And not 
only did that affect my life, but it was going to affect my family’s life now. And I just had this 
sort of epiphany, I was like, ‘I need to teach.’” Kate then quit working full-time and went back to 
school. Because she did not complete her undergraduate degree in any social studies related 
field, she had to do one extra year of undergraduate work to meet the Public University social 
studies program prerequisite requirements. Once she completed that, she enrolled at Public 
University. 
The moment she started taking history classes again and working with kids, it just “felt 
right” for Kate. One reason Kate might have felt so at home in the classroom is because she was 
not the only educator in her family; her mother is a career music teacher and her dad taught at 
different junctures as well. As Kate put it, “everyone in my life around me is an educator in some 
way.” Growing up in this atmosphere helped Kate realize the power of affecting and changing 
the life of one child at a time. That type of empowering feeling cultivated her desire to join the 
profession that had shaped the lives of those she loved most. Kate, a tall white woman in her 
early thirties, began to fulfill that destiny when she enrolled in Public University to become a 
middle or high school social studies teacher.  
 





Like Faye, I first met Kate at the beginning of her Adolescent Social Studies Methods II 
course during her final year at Public University. This would be her final “practical” course 
before her student teaching experience, a course Kate described as “the last stepping stone before 
the ‘real deal. ’” Therefore, Kate “hope[d] to build as much confidence as possible before [she] 
walk[ed] into a classroom.” Specifically, Kate highlighted the desire to “feel empowered with as 
many ideas, methodologies, management tools and lesson plans as possible.”  
Kate believed the course was designed to help her achieve those desires. She saw the 
texts assigned as directly addressing classroom management, lesson planning, and 
methodologies. But what excited Kate the most was how the assignments brought together the 
theory and the fieldwork on a regular basis, helping the students “to see not just what to 
implement in the classroom, but how and why.” Yet this pedagogy did not seem to align with 
Kate’s biggest fear – not having the resources or professional support she would need from the 
school where she would start.50  
Despite this fear, at the beginning of her Methods II course, Kate had a clear 
understanding of the type of teacher she wanted to be. According to Kate: 
I want to be honest and approachable. But also authoritative with high goals for all 
students. I plan to set three or four basic rules for my classroom (ex. “respect each other;” 
be attentive;” etc.) with the promise that I will do everything I can to make the [class] fun 
and interesting. To do this, I will differentiate as much as possible and integrate 
technology whenever I can. I think this will lead to a manageable classroom environment. 
 
Unlike many of her Methods II classmates, Kate, as seen above, espoused many of the 
ideals of DCMA before taking Professor Gold’s course. This grounding in the concepts of 
DCMA translated to how Kate described classroom management before her Methods II course: 
“Classroom management means your ability as a teacher and leader to create a community of 
                                                 
50This fear, which is shared by many students, is one that is difficult to address (especially in the largest public 





learners that is respectful and attentive, so that learning can go on as…easily as possible.” She 
attributed this understanding of classroom management to her Educational Psychology and her 
Special Education courses at Public University and her personal experiences with teachers who 
promoted the idea of “mutual respect.”  
Kate’s nuanced understanding of classroom management and learning environments was 
also evidenced early on through her fieldwork assignments at Patrick Gleason High School 
where she would eventually student teach. During these observations, Kate was asked to evaluate 
how well the teachers she observed implemented the strategies she was reading about in Teach 
Like a Champion. In critiquing Lemov’s very first chapter (in her first fieldwork assignment), 
Kate emphasized the importance of understanding the context of the student’s background: 
Many of the students we will encounter will have a number of environmental factors that 
affect how they are able to perform in school. Do we let this be an excuse for failure? 
Absolutely not. But it is in these moments where a student is trying hard, but is under-
performing that we can implement differentiation techniques. I think that THAT is the 
key to creating successful students. 
 
Kate continued by critiquing Lemov’s concept of “no opting out” because she felt he overlooked 
school environments where a majority of students are English Language Learners. Kate wrote: 
“A classroom should first and foremost be an environment of respect and a community of 
learners. Calling students out does not aide in that endeavor.” But despite her high level of 
resistance to Lemov’s ideas in his first chapter, she noted how useful his lesson planning 
strategies were to help her streamline and focus her lesson plans.  
Kate also demonstrated her very reflective and self-aware personality during her 
fieldwork assignments. A few weeks into the semester, Kate was able to acknowledge one area 
where she knew she would struggle: “I have always struggled with leaving enough wait time. I 





silence sit there for a bit so that the students take up the reins. This is something I know I will 
continue to have to work on throughout my career.” She was continually looking for what she 
needed to learn and apply to her own classroom and to evaluate what would work for her and 
what would not. This also came through when she was evaluating, near the end of the semester, 
Lemov’s concept of “everybody writes.” After watching this idea take place during her 
fieldwork, Kate wrote: 
I have seen several teachers use "everybody writes" and I've seen a few results. 
When it was used in the classroom as a "middle" activity it worked great. Students were 
already well into the lesson and had been engaged with the material either through an 
earlier activity or mini-lecture. While it seems to be an ideal "Do Now" activity, I noticed 
that most of the time, the teacher has to repeat themselves a great deal to get the kids to 
focus on writing a few sentences.  
A perfectly intriguing question on the board gets ignored since it’s more of a 
passive activity than a DBQ, video, mini-lecture, etc. This ends up wasting a lot of class 
time, because even teachers with excellent class management skills seem to have a hard 
time getting their students to focus on a free writing activity immediately after they enter 
the classroom. I will definitely use “everybody writes” activities in my future classroom, 
but will probably utilize it as a middle activity, not as a "Do Now." 
 
Through this exercise, Kate was able to fulfill Professor Gold’s desired expectation – 
truly understanding, evaluating, and applying the concepts of Lemov to what the students 
experienced in the classroom so they could conceptualize how they might best integrate those 
concepts (or not) into their own classroom.  
At the end of the semester, Kate analyzed Lemov’s Five Principles of Classroom Culture. 
Her analysis of these principles elucidated and built upon her previous understanding of 
classroom management. In her reflection, she not only addressed Lemov’s concepts, but directly 
applied them to classrooms she observed where she focused on the outcomes of negative 
classroom environments: 
Classroom management is impossible without a strong classroom environment of respect. 
I believe that establishing a place where "I respect you, you respect me, we respect each 





behavior after the fact. I have seen both sides of this coin. Most of the classrooms I 
observe have a good foundation of respect. How each teacher has established this varies 
(constant reinforcement, student contract, poster of rules, etc.) but it works. This doesn't 
mean that the students are angels 100% of the time or that things don't ever get unruly, 
but what it does mean is that the teachers have the ability to rein in the students without 
raising their voice or with punishment tactics. I did have one classroom where the teacher 
had not established a foundation of respect and instead seemed to lead with apathy and 
annoyance for her job. To my surprise, this did not lead to an unruly classroom. Sadly, it 
led to an empty classroom. The class was less than 1/2 full every time I observed her. 
How can we hope to reach these kids if they don't show up? 
 
Kate’s subtle observation about the correlation between the drop in attendance and the teacher’s 
negative attitude demonstrates Kate’s high level of thinking and awareness of the classroom 
context – a skill she would continue to hone when she began student teaching at Gleason.  
By the end of Methods II, Kate found the course to be “pretty practical” and she felt good 
when it came to methodologies. They had an opportunity to simulate many methods, including 
doing a simulation and a gallery walk, where Kate and her peers were “actually actively 
participating as if [they] were students,” which she liked. Kate also appreciated the lesson 
structures Professor Gold emphasized and the advice provided on day-to-day teacher life, such as 
coping with paperwork and communicating with administrators. Above all, Kate loved the 
opportunity to lesson plan with her teacher candidate peers where they were able to formulate 
“ideas about how best to meet the needs of the curriculum and at the same time how best to 
approach your students.”  
In class, Kate also learned various ways to challenge the normal way of thinking about 
methods and classroom management, which she valued. But she wanted to go beyond discussing 
topics – she wanted to apply the ideas practically, which students were precluded from doing 
during their fieldwork when they were required to just observe. Yet even with the discussions 
about methods and classroom management, Kate wished there had been more follow through. 





praxis between methodological ideas and practice could have been done better during class 
discussions rather than only with their unit plan project.  
While she was disappointed with the degree of praxis in Methods II, Kate still placed 
great value on building up her toolbox before entering the classroom. From her Methods courses 
she had texts she believed she could pull out in the future when she would be in search of a 
method to use with her students. 
I know, I can see it someday, I’m tired, I’m frustrated, I’m trying to get my kids to 
interact with this information, I’m going to pull that book out and be like what can I do? 
And those are the texts that I really want to hold on to. Well, the ones that I’m going to 
actually reference and use in the profession, the rest I can sell on my Amazon account. 
It’s not like there’s no value to them…I said there’s this fear that I’m going to be 
unprepared and anything that gives me the feeling of a better preparedness that’s what 
I’m going to hold on to. 
 
While she acknowledged the salience of building a toolbox of strategies before entering 
the classroom, Kate also believed that, “the reality is, until you’re in the deep end of the pool 
you’re not really going to know what it’s like.” Or to put it another way, “the one thing I’ve 
heard consistently is nothing ever prepares you until you’re in front of a class and you’re in 
control.” And Kate thought that idea applied specifically to teaching in New York City: 
I think you get enough practical ideas but as far as the reality of a classroom, 
particularly a New York City classroom, the combination of things you have to deal with, 
there’s no way to prepare you for that. I mean, not just the diversity of kids, but the class 
sizes that you have to deal with, the political issues you have to deal with, the 
professional pressure you have to deal with. I mean, there’s nothing that’s going to 
prepare you for that. 
I feel like I’m more ready than most, kind of been in the professional world 
before, I have that slight advantage. I’m used to getting my [soul] rolled over every day, 
you know what I mean? And I can deal with that. But I think it’s a big reason a lot of 
people leave, is it chews them up. You know, you get in there and all of a sudden, all 
these great ideas that you had go out the window because you’ve got a kid having 
complete nervous breakdown in the back of the room and you got 30 other kids who are 
being distracted and they’re often in the corner with their own thing, and you’ve got your 






In looking back at the courses she felt were successful in providing her with strategies in 
behavioral and classroom management – Literacy, Adolescent Development, Educational 
Psychology, and the two Methods courses – Kate found “there’s no thread between what I’ll be 
teaching and how I’ll be teaching it and how I’ll be managing the classroom.” As a result, it was 
completely dependent on the teacher and school where the student was observing: “It’s like we 
get the theory and we’d like to see it out in the field, but unless that teacher subscribes to that 
method, you’re not going to see it.” That is why Kate hoped to get a cooperating teacher who 
was able to model effective pedagogy and mentor her to learn and apply the strategies she had 
been building during her coursework.51  
Regardless of where she would be placed, Kate was anxious about many aspects of 
student teaching. At the top of her concerns was, “[The students] aren’t going to take me 
seriously.” Kate stressed the importance of establishing a positive environment in the classroom 
with strong relationships from the first day of school. Therefore, as she would begin teaching at 
the start of the second semester, she feared never being able to establish that environment or 
making it her class. As she put it, “I want to be taken seriously, but I also don’t want to step of 
the toes of my CT, and I also don’t want to be somebody I’m not.” Kate knew she needed to 
show her students that she “care[d] about them at some personal level.” But those types of 
relationships would be challenging because Kate did not want to undermine the authority of her 
CT (who she believed was the person of authority in the class.)  
Because of her preparation in Methods, Kate believed she could plan and execute a 
lesson, though she qualified the statement by stating, “Whether or not it would be successful is a 
different story; but I can produce it. And I can learn from it. And if something doesn’t work then 
I’ll switch it up. I don’t know how confident I’ll feel right off the bat; it will take some time.” 
                                                 





This demonstrates both Kate’s confidence in her preparation and her disposition as someone who 
is committed to testing something out, reflecting on it, and reworking it – a trait of many veteran 
teachers. Before even student teaching, Kate already had a clear sense of the need to have a 
“backup plan” and to avoid lectures for activities that are more creative.  
This is just one example of how Kate had evolved over the course of her Methods II 
course as she prepared to enter the classroom as a student teacher. Over that same time frame, 
Kate’s conception of classroom management also became more nuanced. When asked to define 
classroom management at the end of the semester, Kate’s definition had evolved since before 
Methods II. Kate wrote: “the biggest misunderstandings about classroom management is that it 
is a reactive thing, not a proactive thing. If a teacher lays the groundwork for a positive, 
respectful classroom, this [becomes] classroom maintenance, not management.”  
Kate attributed this new understanding to her Educational Psychology and Special 
Education inclusion class, like before, but also credited both of her Methods courses with 
Professor Gold. This new definition of classroom management went from fairly nuanced to a 
complex understanding of the preventative and proactive impact DCMA can have for a 
classroom environment (a distinction she had not stressed until after the course.)  
However, this complex understanding did not mitigate all of her fears leading up to her 
student teaching. Kate was worried about her ability to get students in their seats to do their 
work, “because if they’re not sitting in the classroom I’m just really ineffective. And [I need to 
be] able to tweak what I’m doing to make it better for them which is so subjective; I mean, every 
class periods are going to be different, for crying out loud.”  
Kate wanted the students to like her so they would show up to class. To do that, she 





socioeconomic status. She believed: “if you don’t connect with someone on a personal 
level…they’re not going to connect with you and they’re not going to connect with the material 
either because they’re not going to show up to class – they don’t like you or they’re not going to 
want to improve if you’re disappointed in them.”  
Coupled in her classroom management fears, Kate found some clarity by focusing on the 
building of relationships to foster an engaging, positive learning environment. This seed of 
building relationships with students was planted by Kate’s mother, a master music teacher of 35 
years who had an uncanny ability to get through to all of her students. That seed was then 
cultivated and reinforced by Professor Gold and a few of Kate’s other professors, resulting in a 
pedagogical philosophy Kate felt confident in implementing. 
Kate recognized before she began student teaching that “before the class gets unruly…I 
need to establish an environment from Day 1…establish this level of respect from Day 1…[and] 
make the material interesting…[because] if you don’t have that level of [mutual] respect, you 
don’t have a leg to stand on.” Once this occurs, Kate believed it would lead to student self-
regulation and mitigate many potential issues within the classroom. Such an idea of preventing 
misbehavior before it happens is a pedagogical method she hoped to actuate during her student 
teaching – which, for the most part, she was able to do.  
 
One Month Into Kate’s Student Teaching 
I caught up with Kate one month into her student teaching experience. It was then I 
learned that, as she had hoped, Kate had been placed at Patrick Gleason High School with Hydra, 
a 34-year-old Greek American from New York City who had taught her entire 13-year career at 





2,522 that attended school 79% of the time. 76% of Gleason’s students receive free and reduced 
priced lunches, 16% are in special education, and 13% are English Language Learners. The 
school is also ethnically/racially diverse, with 62% Latina/o students, 15% Asian students, 12% 
Black students, and 10% White students. The school ranked at the citywide average of 2.80 on 
incoming students’ proficiency on the English Language Arts and Math state exams. 
Additionally, Gleason was one of 33 schools slated by the Bloomberg administration in 2011-12 
for closure because of poor student academic performance. This decision was fought and 
Gleason was able to keep its doors open the following year (and still remains open despite 
constant fear of closure by the administration and its teachers.)  
Kate had observed in Gleason the previous year while also working with their AVID 
program as a tutor. Therefore, Kate was very familiar with their student population and the 
school context. This familiarity likely helped Kate when she started teaching. Kate was given 
one of Hydra’s three classes to teach; it would be Kate’s class from the first day of the second 
semester, January 28th, until the end of the semester in June. That class was a 9th grade global 
history course, which covered the first half of global history (traditionally up to the Renaissance). 
Her roster had 35 students – all freshmen ranging in age from 14-16 – though she typically only 
had 27-30 students, which was considered good attendance for the school; plus, it was usually 
the same students absent every day. While the gender breakdown in the school even, Kate’s class 
only had seven girls. A majority of her students were Latina/o (from South America, the 
Caribbean, and Mexico) and the remaining students were Middle Eastern, South East Asian, 






From the outset, Kate had autonomy with her class coupled with complete support from 
Hydra. This support stemmed from the respect Hydra showed Kate from the outset – respect that 
came from Kate’s hardworking nature, her ability to produce lesson plans days in advance, and 
her willingness to listen to and apply advice given by Hydra. These actions led Hydra to 
establish that Kate was “for real.” As Kate put it: “She was definitely testing me in the beginning 
to see if I could sink or swim. You know what I mean? Because she put it to me this way, she 
goes, ‘I want a quality teacher in the classroom, I want teachers that can do it; if you can’t do it, 
sorry it’s not for you.’” And Kate could “swim,” creating a fast mutual respect between Hydra 
and her.  
This respect, according to Kate, became even more meaningful because of the context of 
Gleason. Since the school was under constant threat of closure, Kate knew how much pressure 
teachers were under to produce positive results and numbers. Therefore, Hydra’s trust in Kate’s 
ability to “produce” with her students was meaningful. Kate explained this context when she 
said: 
It’d be very easy to throw a student teacher under the bus and blame them for the issues 
that you might be having with your class; it’s very tempting. It also is very tempting to 
not let the student teacher do anything because you’re afraid that your job is going to be 
on the line. So the professional relationship I have with her, under the circumstances that 
she’s under, it’s really impressive and I value it. 
 
Her relationship with Hydra was enhanced by the considerable amount of time Hydra 
spent mentoring and working with Kate. Unlike most CTs I have worked with over the past three 
years, Hydra spent a consistent and substantial amount of time mentoring Kate. But Hydra, in 
providing this substantial amount of time with her student teachers, held high expectations for 
them. She had worked with six student teachers over the last six years with varied experiences. 





Sometimes they take [the high expectations] personally. I had one student teacher who 
walked out after three weeks because my expectations were too high. I also have a very – 
I feel like I’m very responsible for the student teacher, so the way I teach my other two 
periods I want my class that they’re taking on to be taught in the same way. I don’t want 
my kids in that class to be missing out on anything that my other two classes are missing 
out on. 
 
And Kate was able to meet and exceed these expectations. The mentoring started a week before 
the semester when Hydra met with Kate to go over a calendar of the semester, provided her with 
sample lessons, and then they went over some of Kate’s lessons.52  
Once the semester started, Kate observed Hydra’s first class. During that time, she would 
take notes on how she might want to tweak her lesson and she often helped Hydra collect some 
classwork. Next, Kate had two planning periods where she would lesson plan for three days in 
the future and go over those plans with Hydra; or if Hydra has a meeting, they would go over the 
lesson plans during their afternoon planning period. Then, after working with the two AVID 
classes, Kate taught her class in the afternoon and she and Hydra would debrief either that day or 
the following day. The feedback was always very constructive, focusing on things such as 
methodological changes needed or ways to improve timing of the lesson. Overall, as Kate put it, 
“it’s very hands on.” 
An example of the advice Hydra provided was that “[Kate] shouldn’t let them see [her] 
sweat.” For instance, on Kate’s second day of teaching, she printed out the wrong lesson and 
materials and had to run to another floor to make new copies. As Kate described it: 
The second day I ever taught was a great day, she didn’t say anything, God bless her. I 
printed out the wrong lesson plan and I just panicked and I said, I have to go downstairs, 
I’ll be right back. So I rushed down and printed out the right lesson plan and ran right 
back. And the whole lesson was short just from that point on…And she looks at me 
behind the class and she just smiles. She said she knows it was bad, but she’s going to 
leave it there.  
 
                                                 
52 Another student in my study was also given her own class from the first day, but she was told the day before she 





Hydra wanted Kate to learn to cope with unplanned circumstances and when things go wrong. 
Hydra accomplished this by remaining “hands-off” when it came to Kate’s class. She sat in the 
back to get a perspective on what was happening, but she did not step in – she let Kate be the 
teacher from the beginning of class to the end. 
Hydra’s support of Kate extended to the power of calling students’ parents. And how did 
the students react? According to Kate: 
It’s funny. The kids are so pissed. ‘First of all this new girl comes in midway 
[through the year]; she’s not even a real teacher, yet and she has the nerve to call my 
mom.’ You know, it’s great, it was really funny… one girl gave me a lot of attitude and 
[Hydra] goes, ‘Do you honestly think that she’d call your mom without me telling her to 
do so?’ And [the student was] like, ‘no miss.’ [Hydra] goes, ‘okay then, show up to 
class.’ 
 But it’s settling in now; they’re getting used to me, they’re connecting with me 
and I’m trying to connect with them. I’m trying to get them to want to be there. But that 
was my goal number one, was to get them to want to be there both through me showing 
that I care and by working hard on my lesson plans and by trying to see how they’re 
feeling.  
 
But it was not just taking a vested interest in her students and having Hydra’s support that 
enabled Kate to have her students engage in the class – Kate created a solid classroom structure 
with high expectations and a positive framework that resulted in student buy-in. Kate did this by 
giving consistent homework and activities to her students, of which she graded everything. She 
let her students know that if they come every day, put in the effort, and do all of the work, that if 
they struggle with exams, they will still pass the class. This type of positive framing resulted in 
students coming to get help with her and it helped explain the comparatively high attendance 
rates Kate had. And it also helped the Kate went out of her way to speak with students outside of 
class and before and after class to get to know them. 
 Kate traditionally arrived at Gleason around 9am and stayed until just before 4pm. She 





planned took at least two hours of preparation, and then she would send her lesson to Hydra a 
few days before she taught it for review. After Hydra reviewed it, they would discuss how to 
improve different elements of the lesson. As well, Hydra often used the planning periods to 
debrief Kate’s lessons to discuss things she did well and areas of improvement. Because the day 
was so packed, Kate’s time commitment extended outside Gleason’s walls; she often spent two 
to three hours planning and grading at home each night, which resulted in an extra 10-12 hours 
of work each week.  
 While Kate independently created and planned each of her lessons, Hydra, who taught 
two other 9th grade Global History sections (in addition to coaching newer teachers), followed 
roughly the same topical schedule as Kate. As Kate described it, “My lessons are very similar to 
hers. I’m going to say only our styles are different, like how we interact with the kids in the 
classroom. But the idea of what she calls the developmental process are very similar. So the 
structures of the lessons are very similar, what we put in might be different.”  
What that structure entailed was staring with an individual “Do Now” that had students 
answer a document-based question (DBQ). This would lead into a discussion of the DBQ, which 
transitioned into the “lengthy activity” for the day or some short notes. The activity would be 
collaborative or individual (depending on the activity or day); it might be another DBQ or an 
activity with a graphic organizer where they analyze a reading or an image. In describing what 
students got out of the DBQs, Kate noted: 
It’s not like you’re just writing it out and they have to write it down; they are pulling the 
information out of the DBQs and you’re guiding them, obviously – the way your 
questions are structured and the readings you’re choosing or the photos or maps you’re 
choosing are getting them to take the notes.  
 
This structure, which focused on student engagement, in conjunction with her focus on 





students were engaged in the learning. Hydra really focused on strategically planning with Kate 
by thinking into the future and predicting how students would respond to the lesson. According 
to Kate: 
[Hydra] can see the future in a lot of ways. She can foresee if something isn’t 
going to function…if you have a disorganized structure you’re going to have a 
disorganized classroom. And there’s something to be said for the free flow of ideas but 
there has to be a tried and true routine in that classroom. The kids come in, they sit down, 
they get the ‘Do Now,’ they get the “Aim” and they start their work… But there’s a 
routine that they’re used to – and also it’s [Hydra’s] routine too because this is a routine 
that they’re used to so to a certain extent I have to pick up the baton and continue that 
before I can even consider making any sort of adjustments.  
 So my philosophy is that having an organized regimented structure or routine is 
the essence of classroom management. I don’t think you can separate one from the other. 
 
This philosophy about the relationship between structure and routine and classroom 
management stemmed from her experiences observing classes during her Methods courses where 
she saw positive examples of structure (like Hydra) and other examples where teachers struggled 
with structure. For instance, “the good teachers, the ones that had no classroom management 
issues were the ones that had something going on every minute in that classroom. The ones that 
had the issues just had like 10 slides and tried to talk through it.” So Kate took these observations 
and translated and applied them to her own classroom where she kept students engaged in 
material from bell to bell.  
Kate found such routine and engagement directly related to classroom management. She 
saw this play out with one of her students that she saw in multiple settings: 
Yeah, there’s one kid who is in AVID. I worked with him last semester and I 
haven’t seen him this semester. He is one of those kids that is really smart but just doesn’t 
try very hard, which as a teacher is really infuriating. He’ll talk to me and be like, ‘hey 
miss.’ I’ll be like, ‘do your homework.’ He’s like, ‘how are you doing today?’ ‘Good, do 
your homework.’ And he smiles. And thankfully he’s doing his homework. 
But I see him in another class and he is bouncing around, he’s not focused, he is 
one of those very – you better be worth his time because he’s very smart and if he’s not 





seen him in the AVID class where it’s a lot much looser sort of tutorial thing and he’s 
checked out, he’s up doing whatever.  
 
Kate continued by discussing the relationship between the classroom environment and 
student engagement: 
I think the routine encompasses the environment as well. Because if there’s a 
routine, there’s an established set of goals, you come in and this is what you do, this is 
what goes next. And you can’t have a routine and be like, not so nice. But if you have 
routine and you have a welcoming environment, those two things in combination, I think 
can really lead to much easier classroom management. 
And if you don’t have those two things, either you don’t have the routine then the 
kids are going to advantage of that. And it’s not like you can’t get learning done, but it’s 
going to be a lot harder than that aspect. And then there’s also the routine with negativity. 
I haven’t seen him in that kind of environment. I’ve seen him in my environment and in 
the one where it’s a little loose, [and in the loose environment] he’s totally lost.  
 
It was also Kate’s focus on building strong relationships that helped retain student 
engagement, like with the student described above.  
Kate had a CT who modeled this practice. In describing Hydra, Kate said: 
[Hydra] is one of the most plugged-in [teachers], [in being] aware of [her] 
students – like there’s a kid who wasn’t showing up earlier in the year and the first thing 
she said was, ‘he always comes, what’s going on, something is wrong?’ She’s a lead 
teacher and she’s got three classes of 30 kids and she can tell me every single class 
what’s going on the kid’s life. Like she pulled me aside one day because a kid – I was 
really shocked because a kid that’s usually great started acting out. And I’m like, ‘what’s 
going on with him?’ And she goes, ‘well his mother has a heart condition.’ 
She knows these kids, she knows their lives, she knows what’s going on. That 
means the world to them. These kids might get annoyed because she makes them write 
essays and stuff but they know that she cares about them and they respect her for that and 
they do the routine…  
And it’s really kind of that old saying, ‘you got to know the kid before you can 
teach the kid.’ And I could see that she makes sure that she knows what’s going on with 
her kids before she assess them, before she even thinks of teaching them. There’s a 
knowledge of who the kid is in the core [helps] established a really good relationship. 
 
Kate believed the importance of building relationships was so important because “kids 
aren’t just educational commodities and they don’t want to feel like educational commodities. In 





give them a reason to show up. They’re not just going to show up…that personal relationship is 
what gets the kid in the seat.” But, according to Kate, it wasn’t just positive relationships that 
created a positive learning environment in the classroom – it’s students feeling welcome, safe, 
and a sense of mutual respect between themselves and the teacher. 
Yet her comfort level with the students and teaching was not instantaneous. On her first 
day of teaching, Kate “was terrified.” She was like, “please don’t bomb. You have this lesson, 
it’s good, you’re confident, your CT has approved it, you’re good to go. But that doesn’t mean 
it’s going to all [go well].” According to Kate, “[she] wasn’t worried about the content, [she] was 
worried about establishing [herself]. And that was what made [her] nervous that first week.” She 
wanted the students to trust her, and that would take some time.  
Kate also struggled with how she could be herself without crossing a line: 
I was terrified that I was going to drop a curse word or say something really 
inappropriate. Because I joke with my friends, we’re all smart asses for lack of a better 
term and this is how I relate to people. Teenagers are a collection of smartasses, that’s my 
natural reaction; it’s to be one back. And I know that I really couldn’t do that right away. 
Like you can ease into it and get a sense of humor but they had to see me as a center of 
authority as well. 
 
 Like at the conclusion of her Methods II class, Kate believed you could only partially be 
prepared for teaching without being thrust to the center of a roomful of teenagers. However, one 
month into her student teaching, Kate acknowledged, “I felt like I had enough tools in my arsenal 
from my Methods classes and with my CT helping me out as far as I was going to teach things in 
differentiation and methodology. That I was not worried about…For that I felt ready.”  
 Because she felt confident in her content and pedagogy, Kate really focused on the 
building of relationships with her students. She noticed after that failed second day where she 
printed out the wrong lesson and the students were rowdy when she returned, that she needed to 





to know one’s students is learning their names. Therefore, Kate said it “was very important [for 
her] to learn the names.” 
Taking the time to get to know her students resulted in, a month into teaching, having 
consistent classes with “positive energies.” The real sign that that trust had been built was the 
day before the interview when Kate’s field supervisor observed her for the first time. During that 
observation, the students were ideal: “They came in today and they were just silent. All of a 
sudden these kids got my back, it’s a really good sign. I was just like, all right, yeah.” In over a 
decade of being in schools, one clear sign that the students have great respect for you is if they 
act on their best behavior when an influential adult enters the room. Since Kate’s students acted 
that way during her observation, it demonstrated the very quick level of trust and mutual respect 
that she was able to establish. Plus, that successful class was a huge boost to her confidence that 
she was “doing something right.” 
But that trust and mutual respect took cultivating – “a couple of weeks to earn their 
trust.” Kate outlined multiple strategies for getting through to her students: 
I think it was literally very deliberately…call[ing] them by name, walking them to the 
classroom, asking them how they’re doing, asking if they’re doing things this weekend. 
Simple things like that and making sure that each individual student gets that from me 
and trying to figure out how to reach the one kid who wouldn’t stop talking but still 
wants to do well. I challenged him, I don’t roll my eyes or anything…And so that’s what 
gets them to keep coming back because they know I got their back and they got my back. 
 
It also was a result of Kate helping students see that she cared, “not just about their grades, but 
about them as human beings.” And Kate could tell the strength of her relationships were paying 
off because of two factors: 1) More people were coming to class consistently; and 2) The work 
she got back had more care in it and showed they were trying.  
After building these relationships, Kate also had to figure out the best way to engage her 





the “lowest level of students by far.” Therefore, some traditional activities requiring reading and 
writing became trying. As Kate pointed out, “Their energy and our relationship works great. The 
activities always take a bit of teeth pulling.” Therefore, Kate found her students really engaged in 
class discussions because they did not see that as work. But, “Anytime they have to put a pen and 
a paper, it’s just like, ‘ahhhh,’ so [Kate had] to be on top of that.” This led Kate to collect and 
grade every assignment, which she found to work and it enabled her to assess if the students 
were learning the material.  
But she struggled with this idea of “no opting out” of work53, which was a direct 
reference to a concept she learned from Lemov in Professor Gold’s Methods II class. Because 
Kate came in mid-year as a student teacher, she believed it was difficult to establish new policies 
and routines, which would “appear aggressive.” In order to get complete buy-in from the 
students, especially students who were ELLs and had special learning needs, Kate felt it was 
important to establish the routine and expectations early on.  
Just like her use (or lack thereof) of Lemov’s “no opt out,” Kate was surprised by how 
much she ended up utilizing, integrating, and applying concepts she learned at Public University. 
When asked “in what ways do you feel like the coursework at Public University helped you thus 
far in terms of your student teaching,” Kate responded: 
More than I thought it would, I have to admit. I know what a jigsaw is, I know how it 
functions, I know what prep is required, I know what DBQ’s are, I know what question 
levels are, I know learning styles. I have to say the two classes by far were Educational 
Psychology and Methods… the simple act of having to produce sequential lesson plans is 
invaluable. 
 
                                                 
53 Lemov’s “no opting out” technique focuses on requiring that a student answer a question instead of passing off the 
answer to another student. This can occur with assistance from the teacher; however, the idea is that no student can 






Additionally, Kate found the fieldwork that was tied to her coursework helped inform her 
pedagogy. 
My observations, going into a classroom and watching things work or watching things 
not work has built on my philosophy of how I should execute the teaching. I go in, I see a 
disorganized, an unmotivated teacher that doesn’t want to be there, it seems obvious, but 
it leads to a disorganized and unmotivated classroom. But I’ve seen it happen; I know 
what it looks like and it makes me realize what I should and shouldn’t do. 
 
But Kate was surprised at how much she ended up drawing from her coursework: 
There’s a lot of things I’m doing that I’ve learned at Public University or through [my] 
placements…I’m actually realizing this just now that I’m scaffolding [the students]…this 
idea that my proximity and giving them the knowledge is helping them. It’s kind of funny 
in a lot of ways though; I would say the structure and the lesson planning and the 
paperwork and the activities [all impact my success with the students]. 
 
Kate also turned to her coursework when dealing with classroom management issues. While 
Kate attributed her classroom management strategies of “understanding where [students] are at 
both at a personal and at a general level…understanding where they’re at developmentally and 
not talking down to them…” to her Educational Psychology class, that language mirrors what 
Faye said she learned from Professor Gold’s Methods course. Kate believed a teacher really had 
to understand the student and adapt their approach with that student based on the context of the 
situation and the class.  
 For instance, Kate described one student she struggled with: 
There’s one kid; he’s a problem. He comes in occasionally and he comes in there 
are three other kids that just glue on to him. He failed out of his previous school and his 
mother sued them. He’s one of those kids that you as a teacher are like, ‘I really wish 
[you wouldn’t] come to class.’ His mother obviously makes him go. He doesn’t give a 
crap; he doesn’t want to be there. And he’s like the one bad seed in the bunch. When he 
is there there’s like two or three other kids, the chatty guy included that get pulled down 
with him. 
Today it wasn’t that bad [when] he was there. I’m very much authoritative with 
him; I’m not as humorous with him. I established the fact that I’m serious with him. At 
one point he was talking about how much he liked basketball, I also like basketball so I 





I was full of it but I actually do like basketball. But that didn’t work and he didn’t show 
up for a week.  
 That’s the difficult part with him, any sort of relationship I’m trying to establish 
he’s gone for like a week so anything I’m trying to do isn’t going to stick. So at this point 
my best bet, honestly, is to get a team of allies of the fellow students that are going to put 
him in his place for me. 
 
This example of Kate trying to get through to this disruptive student demonstrates her 
perseverance to try as many strategies as necessary to get him engaged in class. But what it came 
down to most for Kate when thinking of various classroom management strategies was: “it’s 
more about reading and understanding teenagers in what they’re going through – being 
empathetic…[Also], I can’t really think of the [students] as collective; it is an environment. But 
when I see classroom management I see individual challenges because they’re all different.”  
 In the end, after a month of student teaching, Kate was confident in her abilities as a 
teacher and proud of the relationships she had built with her students. As Kate put it, “I’m 
showing that I give a crap. Both in the way I do my lessons and the way I structure my classes 
and my relationship with the [students].” 
 
After Kate Completed Her Student Teaching 
When I spoke with Kate during the second week of June, the day after she finished 
student teaching, she was very positive about her overall experience:  
Overall I thought it went very well. I had a great experience, it was really tough at times, 
but it’s supposed to be. I learned a lot about myself as a teacher. I think that the way that 
it was structured with my CT, I had a really great balance where the class was mine; it 
was completely my world in my classroom. But she was also very hands-on in making 
sure my lesson plans were as good as they could be and asking me questions and pushing 
me to challenge myself and challenge my students and helping me break down 
texts…But overall I’d say it’s probably – I couldn’t have asked for a better situation, 






Unlike most of her peers, Kate’s class was her own from the first day of the semester to 
the last day before students had to take their Final and State exams. According to Kate, “a lot of 
student teachers feel like they’re never really empowered in their classroom and I definitely felt 
like I was the center of authority in the classroom…that was my class, as though I was a real 
teacher.” 
 However, Kate usually had Hydra in the room as a safety net. When Hydra was absent or 
called out for a professional development, Kate noticed the “management became a little more 
difficult because the dynamic changed.”  
When she stepped out the kids were just trying to push my buttons. I mean, it’s 
kind of like being a sub in a way. I wouldn’t go as far as saying they’re being 
disrespectful. I talked to her about it – there was one day that we were both out and they 
got written up which is unreal to me because they never crossed that line with me when I 
was there.  
 I mean, it was a classroom of 20 boys and it took a lot of authoritative work to get 
them to listen. So with me they wouldn’t so much disrespect me, they’ll start talking 
quickly or they try to sit in seats that aren’t theirs. It took a little more time but I wouldn’t 
go as far as to say that they out right disrespected me. But yeah, that was really 
interesting when we were both absent, like one girl was talking on a her cell phone in the 
middle of class, one guy kept bouncing a ball off the wall and wouldn’t stop.  
 But it was very strange to hear that shift. So they were a handful. 
 
This demonstrates that despite a subtle shift in student behavior with Kate when Hydra was out, 
it was a respectful pushing of buttons rather than outright disrespect by the students. Because 
Kate’s students showed a proclivity for acting out and being disrespectful, the simple fact that 
they never did cross the line with Kate when Hydra was gone showed the respect the students 
had for Kate. 
 This respect went back to the relationship building, trust, and care that Kate worked so 
hard to cultivate over her first few weeks at Gleason. But Kate thought student behavior would 
have been different if Hydra had been absent within her first two weeks at Gleason because 





I think if Hydra had been out of the classroom within the first two weeks that I 
was there it would have been the same thing. I think they would have just gone off the 
deep end. But once they realized I work hard, I do my best, I care about them and I want 
to be a good [they responded positively to me]… 
 It was a level of trust and respect that they had for me, but that took time. They 
were a tough bunch mostly because, as I said, lots of boys, lots of testosterone, lots of 
competitive spirit there, and that kind of energy has to be directed. And I think it took 
like three weeks before I could really say that I felt like I had control of that class, really. 
So I think that’s the main difference is that I was able to take the time and energy to 
establish that trust and that respect. 
 And that one thing I learned, if you show up to that classroom and it’s obvious 
that you’ve made the effort and you’ve worked hard and you’ve put time into your 
lessons and everything is planned, the kids get that you care, it’s like they see the effort, 
actions sort of speak louder than words. And while it might not make a perfect classroom 
it certainly gives them a reason to – ‘I respect you more.’ They get that you care and they 
get that you are working hard. They’re not going to make a perfect class but there is a 
mutual respect there. 
 
 By the end of Kate’s student teaching experience, she was able to discuss how she 
directly applied classroom management strategies she had learned from Professor Gold’s class, 
like the strategies described above. For instance, when talking about Teach Like a Champion and 
how she applied it to her student teaching, Kate said: 
There were some things that I really loved [about Teach Like a Champion]. I loved the 
simple things. There is such a thing as a wrong answer. Like if a kid answers wrong say 
no. It’s a very simple thing; you don’t have to rub their nose in it. But if they’re wrong 
say I’m sorry that’s wrong, can you try again? So there were some aspects of the book 
that totally were reaffirmed for me and there were some aspects where I was like, no, this 
isn’t going to work in my current environment. 
 
This demonstrates how Kate was able to apply and test what she had read and discussed in 
Methods II. And while, as Kate noted, most Teach Like a Champion ideas were analyzed in their 
fieldwork reflections and then discussed in class instead of consistently breaking down how to 
apply those ideas into their classrooms, it was “definitely” beneficial to read and discuss the 
book before student teaching. Yet Kate points out that the readings of texts like Lemov’s can 
only have partial impact until you are thrust into the classroom where you can test and apply the 





scenarios in classes like Professor Gold’s, “it’s not real, so you kind of brush over it and you just 
kind of go through [it].”  
 But once Kate was able to test and experience what she had learned, she was able to 
make her own meaning of the texts’ strategies. For example, when they were discussing the 
foundations of classroom management chapter in Teach Like a Champion with their student 
teaching seminar, Kate and a couple of her peers were able to notice that the idea of “respect” 
was missing from Lemov’s foundations. This was an oversight Kate (and her peers) felt like they 
were able to come to after they began student teaching; though in reality, Kate had made similar 
statements after completing Professor Gold’s class without realizing it. 
 Those connections did not become real until she could experience them. As Kate noted, 
“The way I’m managing the classroom, the respect I’m giving them is being returned, so that 
moment was like, ‘alright, I’m right about this one.’ And I didn’t have that experience in 
Methods II.” Kate believed it was worthwhile to have discussions about these ideas of classroom 
management, but until someone is actually teaching, it is hard to see the impact of those ideas.  
 Kate also believed that a big part of learning the importance of respect and care in 
classroom management is about one’s personality, which limits the impact an educator like 
Professor Gold can make: 
I think lesson planning and basic classroom management you can learn but what you 
prioritize as a human being has a lot more to do with how you project yourself in a 
classroom; I found that out. You shouldn’t have to tell somebody that you should respect 
your students, it seems like it should be obvious, I do think it’s worthwhile but if a kids is 
going to walk and be like, ‘oh, I don’t want to deal with these kids’ there is nothing 
Professor Gold could do or anybody could do to change that person’s mind. 
 
Kate believed that a lot her peers still harbored more traditional thoughts on classroom 
management, where teaching is “top-down” and that those beliefs are hard to change: “It’s 





looking at being a teacher but if that’s what you think teaching is, that’s what you think 
profession is, that’s going to be harder to fix.”  
 While Kate continually came back to the importance of establishing a caring environment 
in the classroom, upon completing her student teaching, she realized pedagogy also matters. 
Over the course of the semester, Kate worked to hone her lesson implementation. She retained 
the same lesson structure from the beginning of the semester, but she evolved in terms of how 
she was implementing activities, grouping students, and differentiating instruction. For instance, 
Kate “tried to pair midlevel learners with high level learners especially when your attendance is 
totally inconsistent all the time.” She also was able to improve her time management to the point 
where she would have time at the end of class “to go over whatever their activity was.”  
 Kate also began integrating more video clips into her lesson. According to Kate, it was 
“really effective…when we watched the snippets of movies and they were effective because kids 
really liked the visual aspect.” She realized that her students needed stimulation beyond 
traditional reading and writing, so even when they engaged in reading and writing, she made a 
“cool graphic organizer” or used maps and coloring to make the material more interesting to the 
students. 
 Kate also came to realize that she needed to switch up the activities from day to day to 
retain student engagement.  
  I kind of fell into a pattern where I just did DBQs and notes and that wasn’t 
effective so I forced myself to mix it up. The things that didn’t work were the things that I 
ended up doing over and over again in consecutive order; that’s when things started to get 
boring…So I realized…it’s making sure that you do something different in a different 
way. Even if at the core you’re doing the same thing, presenting it in a different way every 
single day is very important. So things only didn’t really work when I got redundant. 
  I mean, their attention spans are short to begin with; you’ve got to keep them 
interested. So it’s simply just mixing it up every day, that’s why I would hope to integrate 





like who the Vikings were and the next day they had to draw their own Viking ship and 
come out with their own Viking logo. They remember the Vikings because of that. 
 
By mixing things up and implementing creative activities, key components of the “pedagogy” 
tenet of DCMA, students stayed interested and engaged in class.  
 And Kate saw the direct link between that engagement and classroom management: 
Mostly, the classroom management issues had a lot to do with getting them in and settled 
and into the activities. Whenever I had a visual on the overhead it was much quicker than 
if I had to read something, it’s just a funny observation. So I tried to do that more with 
the hook. Or if I did a reading, I tried to make it much more interesting…I also made sure 
I never stayed at the desk, I always walked around and always was present that helped 
especially when they were doing an activity of some kind. 
 
The walking around made a difference because students felt Kate’s presence; and because they 
had a mutual respect, they would stop being off-task. For instance, Kate mentioned: 
So when I walk by you’ll try and hide your cellphone more. Then you can walk over and 
simply handle the situation with, ‘put your phone away’ and then they put it away. So 
that’s was the story everyday but I will always walk up and down even if they have like a 
20 minute activity where it took up the whole class period, I would never sit at my desk 
because your physical presences just stops the conversation just right there. 
 
 In addition to these little classroom management strategies Kate learned to implement, 
she also realized all of the small tasks teachers need to think about that are often not apparent 
when getting into the profession. Things like planning what you will write on the board and how 
you will interact with the students while writing on the board and figuring out how to best model 
activities for students were skills Kate found she really needed to develop.  
 Such realizations of what she needs to work on and what had been effective with were 
things Kate consistently reflected on during her student teaching. This reflectiveness, like Faye, 
seemed to play a large part in her development and evolution as an effective teacher. She was 
always open to and sought out critiques from Hydra so she could grow as a teacher. And she was 





 This reflection helped Kate envision the type of teacher she wanted to be. She wanted to 
be a teacher who understands: 
1) Never stop planning. No matter how many times they’ve done a lesson, no matter 
how many times they feel it’s effective. Every single lesson won’t work for every 
single class. 
2) Every kid learns differently. And it’s not just gifted versus special ed, it’s every single 
kid…And not every kid is going to be perfect to every class and not every method is 
going to work with every kid.  
3) To take the extra time to help kids out if they see that they’re not getting something or 
if they’re consistently not getting something. So that’s part of the caring. 
4) Classroom management is a preventative and environmental situation and not a 
reactionary situation. It is foundational and it starts with establishing trust and respect 
early on in the classroom setting and reinforcing it. Because you can’t just sit there 
and start yelling at kids and expect it to work. 
 
In incorporating those four elements into her teaching, Kate wanted to be a teacher that is hard 
and consistently challenging her students, but where students do the work because they like the 
class and find it interesting. She wanted her students to believe she “gives a crap and she tries 
very hard.”  
 And how prepared did Kate feel to become that teacher in her first year? She gave herself 
an eight out of ten because: 
Classroom-wise I’m pretty good, I want to improve on things, I know my method 
of management works, I know that I can lesson plan, I know that I can find sources, I 
know all that stuff is there. I need to improve upon it and make it flexible. But as far as 
surviving in the system, I think I can. And that is why I give myself an 8. I’m pretty ready 
for that… 
[And] I’m most confident about establishing those relationships. I’ve done it; I’ve 
seen it. I know I can, I know that the kids get that I’m a genuine human being and I’m 
there for the right reasons. So I’m confident about that…[along with] my ability to be 
flexible with my lesson plans and take criticism and try different things. 
 
Hydra agreed. When evaluating Kate using the DCMA rubric, Hydra gave Kate all scores of 
“Acceptable” and “Exemplary,” with a large majority of the scores in each of the four categories 
in the “Exemplary” category. Kate’s assessment of herself was more critical, as she gave herself 





Culture and Community,” and “Pedagogy” (Managing Misbehavior), with only scores of 
“Acceptable” and “Developing” in the “Diversity in Context” component where Hydra had given 
Kate nearly all “Exemplary.” This demonstrates how critical Kate was of herself and how much 
she still wanted to grow.  
In thinking about her first year teaching, Kate was most anxious about the professional 
environment she would be walking into and being overwhelmed with the workload of teaching 
five different classes. In spite of these anxieties, Kate remained positive, and was confident she 








Chapter Thirteen: Ezequiel’s Story 
I remember in Professor Gold’s class we read this book…Classroom Management…I love it. It was talking 
about building a relationship with the students, a connection. It was saying classroom management is 
group work. You as the teacher want to work with the student, so once the students see that, it’s their 
responsibility to behave better. But it also at the same time was saying, do not get confused, if something 
happens, you would have to step up; you know, we all work as a group, but some structure has to be 
followed. 
-Ezequiel after completing Methods II 
 
“Since the last time we met, I have come to understand different things from the theory [and textbooks] and 
now in practice. Students they react well to people that can connect with them. So you can have authority in 
the classroom; you really don’t want anarchy in the classroom, but at the same time you can be pleasant 
and respectful – they love that…instead of standing in front of the whole class and say ‘Michael,’ for 
example, ‘put the phone away,’ and humiliating the student. So they react to that when it is the third or 
fourth time you go like ‘come on, put it away.’” 
-Ezequiel after one month of student teaching 
 
“[You have to stay] open-minded and know that one little thing can be the domino effect. Classroom 
management – be the model. You don’t want students to curse, do your best not to curse. If a student needs 
to be taken out once because everything has a limit, be firm. So be flex1ible and firm when you have to be. 
You cannot go over there and be a clown, but you cannot go over there and be a dictator either, so you 
need to find a balance.” 
-Ezequiel after completing student teaching 
 
Ezequiel’s Road to Teaching 
Over the past two years, every interaction I had with Ezequiel began with a large smile – 
a gateway to his omnipresent enthusiasm and positivity. He gets excited to reflect on his teaching 
and education experiences and looks forward to challenges that await him. But unlike many of 
his peers, Ezequiel took a roundabout route to becoming a teacher. Ezequiel, a tall and lanky 
man in his early thirties, moved from the Dominican Republic to the Bronx, New York City at 
the age of 15. There, he attended a large high school in the Bronx.54  
Near the end of his time in high school, Ezequiel began working a series of service-
oriented jobs. His first job was at a supermarket where he packed bags and later worked in the 
aisles and the produce section. Upon high school graduation, Ezequiel was not quite ready to 
                                                 






continue on to college, so he stayed working at the supermarket. After a couple years on the job, 
Ezequiel was ready to go back to school.  
He enrolled in a New York City community college in the fall of 2001 where he majored 
in computer programming in the school’s Associate degree program. After a year in school, 
Ezequiel left the supermarket and began working at White Castle. He continued to attend school 
for another year, but was short of the requirements for his degree. In trying to figure out what 
path he wanted to take, instead of dedicating himself to his studies and earning his A.A. as 
quickly as possible, Ezequiel, in the fall of 2003, enrolled in the Navy. He served one year in the 
Navy before returning to New York City.  
Since he came back to NYC mid-semester, Ezequiel had to wait until the spring of 2005 
to re-enroll in school and complete his Associate’s degree, which he finished a year later. As 
Ezequiel put it, “I was jumping from career to career so I’d been like a late bloomer. I believe 
education came for me [later in life] because I was always having crappy jobs and I was like, 
‘oh, you better get into school.’” He briefly returned to his White Castle job before leaving that 
job to work at the store Zara while he completed his Associate’s degree.  
Ezequiel decided to enroll immediately in one of NYC’s four-year bachelor’s degree 
programs in the fall of 2006 where he majored in history with a minor in education. It was during 
this time that Ezequiel began to show his commitment to working with children and young 
adults. He briefly worked as a mentor for adolescents in their transition from high school to 
college and then became a tutor and ESL instructor. This sparked his passion to become a 
teacher, and upon his gradation in 2010, he started applying for Master’s degree programs in 





part-time while working for two different organizations that helped families and children build 
important academic and life skills. 
 Ezequiel decided on teaching because, “You have a job sometimes and you want to feel 
like you make a difference in life, so I don’t know anything better than that like helping people 
on a regular basis every day.” And since he loved history dating back to his time in high school, 
Ezequiel came to the conclusion, “why not make a difference with something you love.”  
 
Ezequiel’s Methods Course – From Beginning to End 
 Like Faye and Kate, I met Ezequiel in the fall before his Methods II course. Similar to so 
many of his peers, Ezequiel’s goals for the course were grounded in the building of practical 
skills. As Ezequiel described, “I would like to be able to write and present more lesson plans. I 
want to learn more about classroom management, especially behavior. I would like to see more 
global history topics. I believe this class is very important to my future as a teacher.” He was 
hopeful the class, based on the syllabus would meet those needs, and he was particularly excited 
about learning about culturally responsive teaching, as “we live in a society where every 
knowledge about different cultures would prove to be most helpful.”  
 While he was hopeful Methods II would allay some of his gaps as an educator, Ezequiel 
was particularly concerned with behavioral management, which was his biggest fear for his first 
year of teaching. According to Ezequiel, “I’m concerned about behavior management. I mean 
how to address students that constantly refuse to follow classroom rules.” These pedagogical 
tools, Ezequiel noted, had been lacking from his teacher preparation up to that point. There had 
been some discussion of classroom management in his Methods I and Building Foundations of 





strategies. One can see this gap of understanding from how he defined classroom management at 
the beginning of his Methods II course: “Classroom management encompasses a number of 
variables. Among these are: lesson plans and the time that it takes instructors to carry them out, 
behavioral management, room set up, etc.”  
 Despite his fears about entering the classroom, Ezequiel was eager to soak in as many 
pedagogical tools and theories as possible before student teaching. His excitement for gaining 
this knowledge was demonstrated by the eagerness with which he began doing his coursework. 
Unlike so many students I have worked with who scramble to get class readings done on-time, 
Ezequiel started his Methods II readings before they were assigned. When he answered the initial 
questionnaire for this study during his first week of classes in Methods II, Ezequiel had already 
started reading Teach Like a Champion. This exuberance for learning mirrored his desired 
teaching style, which he described as being “a passionate teacher.” Ezequiel wanted to be the 
champion teacher described by Lemov, an “amazing” and “dedicated” educator.  
 While Ezequiel began reading Lemov’s book before it was assigned, he struggled early in 
the semester with analyzing and evaluating the implementation of Lemov’s techniques by the 
teachers he was tasked with observing. In his first three assignments for Professor Gold, Ezequiel 
simply summarized each of the assigned Lemov techniques, save the one instance when Ezequiel 
related the use of Lemov’s first technique “No Opt Out” to his high school experience. Yet, 
Ezequiel did realize through these assignments he was gaining strategies he craved weeks earlier. 
As he put it: “I found it ironic that just a few weeks ago I was wondering how it was possible 
that discipline had not been discussed at length in any of my education courses.”  
Then, a month into the course, something clicked with Ezequiel and he began to evaluate 





observing, Ezequiel noticed how the teacher, Sarah, dealt with a conflict over cell phone use – a 
conflict Ezequiel would encounter numerous times during his student teaching. Through the 
exchange between Sarah and the student, Ezequiel noted: 
She is very patient and respectful to her students and the staff as well. There is a sense of 
ownership in her classroom management techniques. The pupils' humor is not 
discouraged and everyone gets to participate during the lessons. The instructor gave 
props very often by saying, ‘thanks, great job and exactly.’ Overall, I believe that the 
instructor used the techniques appropriately. The key to her success is her sense of 
patience. 
 
After this observation, Ezequiel began to better analyze the use of Lemov’s techniques and why 
teachers had success with these strategies. A few weeks later, Ezequiel was able to compare how 
two teachers he observed used the “100%” technique that requires that every student understand 
instructions. Ezequiel noticed: 
The two instructors that I'm observing do their best to use the 100% technique, but fail 
very often. The issue lies in that although they do their best to implement it, whenever 
they encounter resistance they do not push effectively enough to get the necessary results 
and achieve 100% focus from their students. These two individuals are warm and caring 
to a degree that makes observers admirers of their effort. The issue lies in technology or 
rather the will power to tell a student, "please put that away" more than twice but if it is 
necessary, ask the students to handle it or exit the classroom. They do tell the students to 
put cell phones away but when students continue to use them they end up giving up and 
at one time or another I have observed at least 20% of any given class not paying 
attention. 
 
Observing these different levels of effective implementation made Ezequiel both recognize the 
positive benefits of successfully implementing the technique and the negative effects of failed 
implementation.  
Ezequiel continued his critical observations a couple weeks later when he observed the 
same two teachers having different levels of success with the application of Lemov’s “Precise 
Praise” technique: 
The two teachers that I'm observing use precise praise, however, one of the two uses it 





are times when she uses precise praise correctly, the fact that she praises so much does 
cheapen her praises. On the other hand, the second teacher that I'm observing uses precise 
praise to perfection. He does not settle for good, he always looks for that perfect answer; 
he might say good answer but his students know that he rarely uses the word ‘exactly’ 
unless it is a great answer. Therefore, when he says ‘exactly’ one can notice heads 
turning to the person receiving the praise, which is really cool. 
 
Being able to see the effective use of these techniques versus the less effective use of the same 
technique provided Ezequiel with a model for his own teaching.  
Having these models – in addition to learning various techniques from Professor Gold 
and his coursework readings – changed how Ezequiel started to see classroom management. This 
can be seen through how Sarah described classroom management and then how Ezequiel 
described it himself at the end of Methods II. According to Sarah, who Ezequiel interviewed for 
a fieldwork assignment at the end of the semester: 
I believe that classroom management is of great importance to student learning. 
Good classroom management rests on the foundation of respect – first respect of the 
students by the classroom teacher and then the respect students have for the teacher. I 
personally have very few rules. I do not post rules. I do not keep track of infractions. I 
have had very few serious behavior problems or incidents in my classroom (knock on 
wood). I used to think this was due to luck but in fact it is due to the fact that I have 
worked hard at building the environment of respect – of students and of the learning 
process. It is important to have structures and routines in place so that students know 
what to expect and have limited time to "get in trouble." It is important to have high 
expectations for students and the necessary supports to help them reach those 
expectations.  
Having said all of that, there are things that can be done when students "act up" or 
need to re-focus. I'm a strong believer in proximity control, using humor, speaking with 
students re: problematic behavior, and forgiveness. I do not hold grudges; I do not give 
up on students. It is important to me to be present while teaching – to be aware of what is 
happening in the class, to pick up on students' nonverbal cues re: their attitude each day, 
to address issues as they arise. So I guess you could say that my classroom management 
approach is really about prevention and laying a foundation that will minimize issues in 
the classroom. 
 
This conception of classroom is much more nuanced than seeing it as being grounded in 





management began to sound much more like Sarah’s and the readings he was provided in 
Professor Gold’s class.  
According to Ezequiel, when he was asked to define classroom management in his final 
week of Methods II, he saw it as: “Working together with the students to create a respectful, fun, 
and safe environment.” This drastic shift in how he saw classroom management correlated with a 
change in his fears about teaching during his first year. Whereas Ezequiel feared dealing with 
behavioral management at the start of his Methods II course; at the conclusion of the course, 
Ezequiel exclaimed, “I have no fears!”  
 This evolution of Ezequiel’s confidence can be linked, in addition to his required 
observations, to his Methods II coursework and readings. He loved that Methods II, unlike 
Methods I (which he also took with Professor Gold), focused on teaching “different ways of 
teaching the content.” Ezequiel also appreciated the collaborative nature of the course in crafting 
their unit plans and how the texts pushed his way of thinking about teaching. For instance, when 
he read Teaching History with Big Ideas, Ezequiel liked how the narratives of the five instructors 
in the book forced him to think “outside the box” and that what he was reading in the text 
correlated with what he was “doing right now in the fieldwork.”  
 Ezequiel also liked how Professor Gold brought in current teachers to discuss how they 
implement a lot of the pedagogical theories Ezequiel and his peers had been learning: 
It was very useful because you had people that were teaching…[R]ight now we have a lot 
of theory; [but it was helpful to have speakers who] have been learning for years come 
and be like, ‘oh, you know, we have done this and this has worked,’ and ‘this is fun and 
this is not so fun.’  
 
Ezequiel craved this practical application of theory, which is why he found his fieldwork and the 
assignments linked to those observation his favorite part of the class. He found this aspect of the 





The theory is used in the practice. For example, there was one technique, I don’t 
remember the number, but he said – everyone has to answer, everyone has to participate. 
While you’re in the classroom you have theory and you have practice. When you’re in 
the classroom, it’s like, okay, not everyone is participating…it is good to have the theory 
and the practice at the same time. 
 
Ezequiel appreciated how Professor Gold asked the students to directly apply specific 
techniques they had read about in Teach Like a Champion to what they were observing in their 
fieldwork: 
I like that better because it’s more structure. For example, like some of the other courses 
that I took, we were reading theories of whatever and when you’re going to the classroom 
and you try to observe and try to remember them. But [I appreciated] the fact that she 
actually named, okay, technique 1, 2, 3 is what we’re going to do.  
 
He used these structured assignments to better understand Lemov’s techniques and to see how he 
might apply them to his teaching. And, above all, Ezequiel believed learning these techniques 
would “definitely” be beneficial once he entered the classroom.  
 The reality for Ezequiel, like so many of his peers, was he received “more theory” during 
his education coursework than pedagogical practices. Therefore, when he did receive practical 
training, he was appreciative. As he put it, when a pre-service teacher “goes and actually 
observes teaching and meets the people, you gain more experience.” That is why Ezequiel would 
advocate for a breakdown of 65% practice and 35% theory in his education courses. To further 
justify his advocacy for a focus on practical learning, Ezequiel noted, “It’s like you and yourself 
– the connection that you’re going to have with the students. It’s not theory that’s going to have 
the connection to someone else.” 
 Building a connection with his students was very important to Ezequiel. In particular, 
Ezequiel looked forward to teaching a population of students with a similar background to him. 
He believed, “[these students] see someone else [like them] in a position of leadership and they 





someone else [like them], it’s easier to work with [the teacher].” He believed this would have a 
direct impact on classroom management: 
When you have a connection, classroom management…is way easier. When you don’t 
have a connection, it doesn’t mean that if someone is breaking the rules you’re not going 
to address it. That’s different. All I’m saying is having a connection makes the 
management of the person breaking the rules a little bit easier. I have heard some 
students say, I hate that teacher. I love the content, I hate the teacher, we cannot 
understand or the teacher doesn’t like me. So you see that connection…perhaps when you 
don’t have the connection it’s tougher to solve [classroom management issues]. 
 
This idea that building strong relationships with students is important in creating a 
positive learning environment were concepts Ezequiel said he learned in “Methods I and 
Methods II” with Professor Gold:  
I remember Professor Gold, there was this one time that she was talking to some of the 
white students in the course and she was saying the importance of – you know, ‘if you’re 
Latin American you can relate to everyone, that doesn’t mean that you cannot related to 
other people.’ She was addressing some of the White students, she was like, ‘don’t be 
discouraged when you go into the classroom. You might be placed in a school which is 
like 98% minority and there’s no problem with that but just be confident, the students 
will get to know you, they’ll be intimidated.’ So I think that was great because she was 
talking about having the connection. 
 
Then after learning these concepts in Methods, Ezequiel saw teachers implement them during his 
field experiences. As Ezequiel explained, “Where I observe right now, the school is like 98% 
minority, like 90% of the teachers are White. But the great thing is that the teachers love those 
kids and the kids love them as well.” 
 He had been waiting for this opportunity to learn about classroom management because, 
up to that point, “it was too idealistic to [Ezequiel].” He wanted to know about “what if there’s 
something that’s going to prevent you from implementing the lesson the right way or going to 
prevent you from carrying [out] a theory?” And he got that in Professor Gold’s class: 
I remember in Professor Gold’s class we read this book…Classroom Management…I 
love it. It was talking about building a relationship with the students, a connection. It was 





students; so once the students see that, it’s their responsibility to behave better. But it also 
at the same time was saying, do not get confused, if something happens, you would have 
to step up; you know, we all work as a group, but some structure has to be followed. 
 
Ezequiel found this newfound understanding of classroom management application 
useful because: 
I remember pretty much reading one of the other texts saying that within the first one to 
two years the teachers would need control. They need to be like, do as I say. And to read 
a text like that, to salvage a connection with the students, seeing the connection – some of 
these [teachers] love the students regardless of what race they are, they just love them; 
they’re very good instructors. 
 
Without these texts and discussions in Methods II, Ezequiel felt he would not have been prepared 
to deal with classroom management issues. 
 Other than explicit discussion and texts about classroom management, Ezequiel also 
appreciated various pedagogical tools – also elements of DCMA – he learned from Professor 
Gold. For instance, he stressed how Professor Gold emphasized the importance of always have a 
“plan B” when planning, making the lessons relatable to the students, and keeping the lesson 
student-centered. For instance, Ezequiel remembered: 
Professor Gold, a couple of weeks ago, the hurricane [Sandy] thing. She was like, ‘If you 
would have to create a lesson after a natural disaster happened, what would you talk 
about?’ And everyone was like, ‘We’ll talk a lot about natural disasters, we’re going to 
show videos, how they make people feel.’ 
 
He thought this approach was meaningful because “you’re not pretending it didn’t happen” while 
also seeing how “the kids [can] have input.”  
 While Ezequiel valued his acquisition of these skills and tools, he could not wait until he 
got to practice them during his student teaching. He was most excited to: 
See how to improve my lesson that would be the first thing. You can have a lesson and 
perhaps it doesn’t appeal to the students. How to adapt to different things. I think being 
more reflective, you reflect at the spot you made a mistake. Practice I think is the best 






And Ezequiel was also realistic about challenges he would encounter when he started student 
teaching. For instance, he knew planning for different levels of learning and differentiating 
would be difficult: 
Sometimes you have a great lesson and you might not have differentiation; so you might 
have one student that’s bad at reading and you need to include that in your lesson…that 
might be one challenge. Because you’re creating this [lesson] from home or from the 
office, but I don’t know the students yet...You’re just creating the ideal lesson. And then 
you go and you deliver [the lesson] and you’re like, ‘oh, I should include group work or 
more writing or more reading or showing a video because I was lecturing too long and 
they were sleeping.’ God knows, with the cell phones now, everyone has ADD. So 
engage them. 
 
But he felt confident that he had strategies to try this implementation.  
Ezequiel also realized he needed to be patient when he started teaching and to treat the 
students with respect. He had seen many “great instructors lose it.” They would target one or two 
students and make the rest of the class uncomfortable. Or these teachers would call the students 
stupid. And as Ezequiel pointed out, “If they’re behind you and you tell them that they’re stupid, 
why would they try?” Instead, Ezequiel believed building connections with his students would 
make a difference: 
[It’s important to] get to know the students better. Getting to know the students once they 
open up to and you open to a certain extent with them, things do work better. I remember 
my first three months working, I used to work as an assistant teacher and it was very 
challenging. I wanted to quit that job so badly, but after the first three months when I 
established a connection with them it was easier. It was not easy, it was easier. 
 
Ezequiel hoped to translate this knowledge and his past work experiences to his teaching, which, 
in many ways he was able to do. But he also was “praying to have a good relationship” with his 
cooperating teacher, which ended up being a more complicated situation.  
 





 Unlike many of his peers, including Faye and Kate, Ezequiel was not able to student 
teach during the spring semester immediately after completing Methods II. During his student 
teaching experience, Ezequiel wanted to limit the number of courses he was taking, and because 
of his need to take multiple courses and work, he waited until the following fall semester to 
complete his student teaching experience. As well, Ezequiel was not placed in the school or with 
the teacher (Sarah) he wanted. Right before the semester began, he was sent to DaVinci High 
School.55 I caught up with Ezequiel a month into his student teaching there.   
 DaVinci is a unique environment for both its students and supporting student teachers. 
One notices from the moment they step foot into DaVinci that the school atmosphere is relaxed, 
congenial, and open. Teachers go by their first names and students are given multiple 
opportunities to complete whatever tasks they are assigned to do. And according to Ezequiel, he 
had not heard of any teachers calling home. Many courses are co-taught at DaVinci, with a fairly 
high level of students with IEPs.  
Like Morgan High School where Dana student taught, DaVinci uses a screening process 
for its incoming students called “education option” – a process that ensures there are a certain 
number of higher-level learners that are selected and a certain number of low-level learners. 
DaVinci – a school with 439 students, 83% attendance, and incoming student proficiency of 2.70 
(out of 4), which is .10 below the citywide average – is racially/ethnically diverse, with 60% of 
the students Latina/o, 30% Black, 6% Asian, and 2% White. 100% of its students receive free 
and reduced priced lunch while 24% of the students are in special education and 5% are English 
Language Learners. 
                                                 






 DaVinci educators applied the “it takes a village mentality” to their philosophy in 
working with student teachers. The norm at Public University is that a student teacher is placed 
with one cooperating teacher (CT). However, at DaVinci, Ezequiel and other Public University 
students were placed with multiple CTs. Originally, Ezequiel was tasked to work with three 
separate CTs: Jack (who taught self-contained U.S. history classes); Lauren (who also taught 
U.S. history); and Jilary (who taught 12th grade government and economics.)  
 This situation proved tricky for Ezequiel, as he had conflicts with Lauren; so, about three 
weeks into the semester, he began to primarily work with Jilary while teaching with Jack from 
time to time. Ezequiel was frustrated because Lauren had not read the cooperating teacher 
handbook from Public University that gave a timeline for when student teachers are supposed to 
begin taking over a class. Lauren did not want him to take over her class, so Jilary allowed 
Ezequiel to work with her. What might explain some of Lauren’s actions, which Jilary explained, 
was that DaVinci was reluctant overall to let student teachers take over classes because of the 
students’ low Regents exam pass rates. In the end, as Ezequiel put it, “Sometimes some of the 
instructors are not too thrilled about allowing you to teach.” Fortunately, according to Ezequiel, 
Jilary and Jack “rescued me.” 
It was Jack who gave Ezequiel his first opportunity to teach. He started by taking over 
one of the activities in Jack’s U.S. history self-contained class every few days; then, over the 
course of the semester, Jack allowed Ezequiel to plan and execute a handful of lessons on his 
own. Conversely, Jilary enabled him to take over his own class about a month into the semester, 
though he did not have control over his own lessons. Instead, Jilary would plan a lesson, show 
Ezequiel the lesson in the morning, and then she would teach it to her first sections with the help 





lesson, with some assistance from Jilary, to the next section; at times, Ezequiel would alter 
elements of the lesson that he felt could be improved for the students he was teaching.  
 There were stark differences in the makeup of the three classes with which Ezequiel 
worked. The self-contained class had ten special education students, though only seven were 
regularly there. The first section of his government class had about 25 students and the section 
Ezequiel took over only had 14 students. According to Ezequiel, 98% of his students were 
African-American and Latina/o, with 60%-70% of his students spoke Spanish.  
 Ezequiel’s work throughout the day was as varied as his classes. He got to school around 
8:40am when the school had a pseudo advisory for the first fifteen minutes of school. During that 
time he would interact with the students, asking about their lives and their schoolwork. Then, 
because the school was on a rotating block schedule, his daily schedule would vary. During one 
block he would plan with Jilary. Then, during another block he would plan with Jack. Ezequiel 
then took over Jilary’s smallest block and also worked with Jack’s self-contained US history 
block. In addition to the normal schedule, Ezequiel, like other teachers in the school, offered 
office hours after school for 30 to 45 minutes and he also freed up time during lunch to work 
with students.  
 A major difference between Ezequiel and Kate and Faye is that Ezequiel did not have an 
overwhelmingly positive experience working with his CT Jilary. Ezequiel and Jilary had a 
complicated relationship. In some ways, Ezequiel described Jilary like a big sister, as both of 
them are Dominican people of color. When he describes their first meeting, Ezequiel said, “We 
have many things in common…her parents are Dominican and when I met her the first time I 





classroom, as Jilary was in the middle of her eleventh year teaching, though her first at DaVinci. 
But the two of them had many conflicting ideas about teaching. 
 Jilary, who had previously taught at a highly screened school in NYC for a decade, was 
having difficulty adjusting to the DaVinci school culture. She is a more “traditional” teacher, as 
she stated: 
The more I’ve been here, the more [I realized] I’m more traditional in the sense of – I 
think the kids need to have textbooks. And it’s interesting because the reason that a lot of 
kids that don’t do well is because they don’t read enough. So if they don’t have a 
textbook how are they going to read enough? There has to be a sense of more respect 
because the teacher has to be respected. As it is, I think that the teacher’s authority has 
been taken away from you. 
 
Jilary believed students needed to be more respectful and that they were given too many chances 
at the school. She was very focused on students gaining content and skills individually, as her 
classes were dominated by lecture, reading, and writing, with some group work; as Ezequiel later 
described Jilary, she believed in Friere’s “banking” model. However, the difference in Jilary’s 
philosophy from Ezequiel’s can be characterized by her following statement: “[Ezequiel’s] 
philosophy of teaching – as far as discussion – is he wants to have free discussions like in 
college. You can’t do that in high school; they don’t know anything yet.”  
 And Jilary believed Ezequiel also did not know enough content. She commented on his 
lack of content knowledge and willingness to put the work in to prepare lessons, including 
reading through all of the material he assigned before teaching it. According to Jilary, Ezequiel 
also needed to work on creating more structured lesson plans that he could reference throughout 
the lesson; instead, his lessons were too free and tended to lack focus and direction. While she 
had many critiques for Ezequiel, he would usually not listen to Jilary.  
 Ezequiel’s reason for not listening to Jilary was he did not see Jilary modeling and 





It was difficult for me to accept some of her tips because I was not seeing them put in 
practice. Because you have more than half of the class talking and instead of using a 
different strategy, you start to go back and forth with the students and how they should do 
stuff, and it becomes extremely personal and you lose 10 minutes of the lesson because 
you were doing that…But then when you observe me you come and you give me 3,000 
tips which I’m not seeing you put into practice. So it was difficult. 
 
And on multiple occasions, Ezequiel described instances where Jilary’s students were acting out 
because of how she was treating them; when that happened, Ezequiel struggled to not side with 
the students. For instance, Ezequiel stated, “I cannot go and tell a student I agree with you a 
100%; what I can tell a student is we can discuss that. If I were to do that, my whole experience 
will shut [in working with Jilary].” As he further explained later: 
They clash and you know this is a cruel position for someone who is in the background, 
because there is only so much you can say…Sometimes I can suggest in a very respectful 
manner but I really cannot go around saying ‘oh by the way, I think – I mean I could but 
there’s a fear that what if I do this?’ Perhaps would that affect our relationship, I’ll not be 
allowed to teach as much. 
 
In all, the mentor/mentee relationship between the two was strained, even though they both noted 
that they personally got along fairly well.56  
Despite Ezequiel’s complicated CT situation, he embraced the opportunity he had to 
teach. When he first stepped in front of a class – Jack’s self-contained class – he was proud that 
he was just able to “stand up” because he was “very nervous.” He was so nervous he forgot to 
“ask students to elaborate…[to] ask why you disagree…[and] to stretch [their answers.]” 
Ezequiel had never been in front of a class before. He had volunteered working with adults and 
families with young children, “but in front of adolescents, this was [his] first time.” Ezequiel was 
afraid students would not respond – “that there would be pandemonium.” But Jack helped calm 
                                                 
56 Ezequiel did have a stronger mentor/mentee relationship with Jack, with whom he felt he got constructive 
feedback. As he noted, “[Jack] gives me chances, he gives me feedback. I have been working with him since the 
beginning so it’s my fourth week working with him so in the past when I met with him and even today when we 
meet for planning I’ll have a little notebook and I say, ‘oh this is what I think that I did wrong, and this is how I’ll 
improve it,’ then he’ll give me feedback and tell me you could have done this or done that.” This feedback would 






the students and then after class, helped model for Ezequiel how he could better elaborate with 
the students.  
When Ezequiel first took over Jilary’s class, he experienced “another type of 
pandemonium.” They had “six girls sitting together” who would not put their phones away. 
Ezequiel was not as nervous for taking over this class because these students did not have the 
same challenges as students in a self-contained classroom. However, Ezequiel expressed 
disappointment about his first experience leading Jilary’s class; he was “disappointed because I 
thought you should know better…you are in a normal course. You are normal. You should know 
better. [But] kids are kids.” 
This nervousness also led to Ezequiel’s mind shutting down and preventing him from 
accessing knowledge he had learned at Public University: “I was so nervous, the first time to be 
honest with you. Although I had the theory at the back of my mind, it was like I couldn’t access 
it. Because nervousness shuts you down. So I didn’t feel very prepared when I was in front of the 
classroom.”  
Ezequiel was able to get over this freezing up quickly and focus on what he needed to do 
to improve; he reveled at the opportunity to consistently reflect upon what he was doing well and 
could improve. Because Ezequiel always watched Jilary teach her lesson first before he taught 
his block, Ezequiel would reflect on what he could do better with his class: “Sometimes I think 
about stuff that perhaps that she could have done better. And I would go on and adapt it.” He 
gave one example of such an adaptation: 
Yesterday we talked block D in a manner in which they were given the choice of reading 
out loud. Right now block D is very rowdy. So block F I took a different route; I said 
‘you read silently and do your work, and then we read it out loud,’ because I want more 
students to participate in reading aloud and then to give the different types of answers. So 





her so that might have to do with it. I mean I see, ‘oh this works,’ ‘oh, let me try this so I 
do round two with them.’ 
 
Ezequiel also kept a notebook where he wrote down a list of strengths and weaknesses 
where he reflected on how he could improve moving forward. One area for improvement he 
noted was creating consistent structure and explicit instructions within his lessons. He noticed he 
was struggling with, “explaining the stuff. I have made the mistakes in the past – being reflective 
I have made mistakes in the past. I assign group work and I did not explain it a couple of times.”  
While he valued lesson structure, Ezequiel did not have a consistent lesson structure 
when he taught. He used DaVinci’s model of starting every class with a warm up activity related 
to the “Aim” for the day; yet how the rest of the lesson transpired was different from day to day. 
Sometimes he transitioned from the warm up into a lecture and discussion while other days he 
showed a video. As Ezequiel put it, “I like to switch stuff around, so it doesn’t get boring, I want 
to give that a try.”  
Ezequiel had different models for lesson creation and implementation from Jilary and 
Jack. Jack believed, according to Ezequiel: 
The key to a great delivery is a great lesson. The lesson is the whole structure. If you 
were going to give students 10 minutes and you ended up giving 20 – ‘what happened 
with the students that finished first? They are bored.’ ‘Why they are talking, why are they 
throwing stuff around? So having a plan B…” 
 
Jack and Lauren referred to themselves as “lily guilders,” aka “perfectionists.” In other words, 
they stressed having their lessons ready ahead of time, because “sometimes they make changes 
to the lessons the same day and I think that sometimes can affect the delivery.” According to 
Ezequiel, when describing Jack, “He does not mind spending two extra hours on a daily basis 





Conversely, Jilary was creating her lessons twenty minutes before teaching them, which 
according to Ezequiel affected how they went. This type of disorganization on her part led to 
problems in the classroom. As Ezequiel explained, “I think perhaps being more organized would 
help. Because being unorganized creates stress, the class being challenging creates stress, stress 
plus stress…” And this would lead to management issues. In reference to this lack of 
organization with Jilary, Ezequiel said: 
If you are stressed out, they would react to that, so that affects [the class environment] – a 
lesson is about structure and about energy as well. So if you don’t have it together, they 
don’t say it, but they looked up to you. They do look up to you to have everything. They 
might not say that they love structure. They love structure. They do love it. It is just 
uncool at their ages to say they love it. 
 
Jack provided that structure and commitment, which is why Ezequiel exclaimed, “This is the 
type of person who will go the extra mile; you look at him and you go like ‘shit I want to be like 
him.’” 
 Ezequiel found this structure so important because when parts of lessons would drag on 
for too long, he noticed students losing focus:  
You know how they say that 15 minutes after listening, sometimes we tune out. I think 
that’s not only for adolescents but for us as well. I’ve been in classes all this time and I 
am like ‘Lord kill me now. Lift the lights or whatever, let all of us go to heaven now’ – 
and I’m 33, and I still feel this sometimes. 
 
By trying to focus on tighter lessons with more transitions, he was trying to keep students 
engaged.  
 Ezequiel also prioritized and valued building relationships with the students. Because a 
majority of his students spoke Spanish, as a Dominican man, Ezequiel would sometimes speak 
Spanish with them, but it would be like, “Muchacha! Like girl get it together.” But outside of 
cultural similarities to some students, Ezequiel tried to relate to topics many adolescents 





what music is going on. I watched anime and read manga…I connect with them in certain 
ways…oh lord, having that connection is very important.” And on a personal level, he enjoyed 
being able to provide gum, highlighters, and writing utensils for the students. According to him, 
they responded well to that. This type of interaction helped Ezequiel build relationships with his 
students. He noted that when it was decided he would no longer work with Lauren’s class, many 
students were upset and one jokingly called him a “traitor.”  
Ezequiel’s interaction with the students was not only during class time. He regularly 
spoke with students in the hallway, asking how they were doing while also encouraging them to 
get to class if they were running late. This focus on building relationships with the students was 
something Ezequiel attributed to his coursework: 
Since the last time we met, I have come to understand different things from the theory 
[and textbooks] and now in practice. Students they react well to people that can connect 
with them. So you can have authority in the classroom; you really don’t want anarchy in 
the classroom, but at the same time you can be pleasant and respectful – they love 
that…instead of standing in front of the whole class and say ‘Michael,’ for example, ‘put 
the phone away,’ and humiliating the student. So they react to that when it is the third or 
fourth time you go like ‘come on, put it away.’ 
 
Not only was Ezequiel able to apply concepts of how to interact with students he had learned 
from his coursework, but he was able to pull from other theories he had learned during his 
courses that he had previously thought would not be applicable to his teaching. For instance, he 
referenced applying Vygotsky’s (1986) concepts of zones of proximal development: 
I remember in the last interview I was not so thrilled about the theory…now I see stuff at 
work and it is making more sense… so [when you learn about Vygotsky’s] zones of 
proximal development, you might not think it is a big deal; but when you do group work 
you are like, ‘oh I remember this,’…[and] makes sense. 
 
Seeing the theories Ezequiel had learned in his education classes in action helped him see how 





 Ezequiel started to see a direct link between his CTs and himself building relationships 
with the students and how well they engaged in class. For instance, when describing Jilary’s 
difficulties in interacting with the students, Ezequiel said: 
Jilary is a little bit more traditional. She is kind of different with the students sometimes. 
So sometimes it’s not very good, like the interaction. Like today when she talked to them 
they didn’t listen [and] sometimes the students will get frustrated…[Like one student] 
said…‘she is disrespecting me.’ Jilary [had said] something to the whole class, ‘You all 
need to pay attention,’ and one student said, ‘I am paying attention,’ and she said ‘Well, I 
didn’t mean it for you,’ and then he said, ‘But you addressed the whole class.’ 
 
Students responded to this “disrespect” by not paying attention and being disruptive.  
 But Ezequiel noticed that if the teacher remains positive with students and does not focus 
on what they lack, they can be very effective with the students, which mirrors the concept of the 
“Anti-Deficit/Surplus Model” mentioned earlier. As Ezequiel said in reference to how Jack 
approached his students, “He’s not concentrating so much in the inabilities, but he is 
concentrating on what they need and how he is going to try this content.” And Ezequiel found 
this mentality extended to a teacher’s disposition. Again, in describing Jack, Ezequiel noted: 
Because there is a balance instead of being 100% strict and [drilling] the students that 
everything is for a test, when he plays around with them, when he jokes about certain 
stuff – it’s not an everyday thing – it relaxes them. So he is the guy that is putting in the 
extra time; he’s the guy that is joking around with you; but he is also the guy that is being 
strict when he has to.  
 
This balance in disposition helped Jack’s and Ezequiel’s students stay more engaged and 
interested in the lesson. Ezequiel believed this balance showed that Jack cared about his students, 
which they liked: 
There’s a human element. Instead of ‘this guy is a dictator, what does he know the 
difficulties, or this or that,’ it’s like, ‘this guy lives in the city that I live, he’s at this 
position of [knowledge], he cares about me. And if I want to get to a position, perhaps I 






 For a new teacher, finding this balance is tricky; which Ezequiel discovered. He 
understood that “there is a time to play around…there is a time that we will have to get to 
business. We are cool, we have similarities, but stuff has to get done at the end of the day.” And 
this is what he tried to work on.  
 This was exemplified by an interaction he had while working in Jilary’s class: 
This student that was drawing today on the last class I observed, when I took the papers 
away, I heard the students asking, ‘Is that the type of teacher you are going to be.’ And I 
said, ‘Yes, this is the type of teacher I am going to be.’ The student looked at me, and the 
student next to him looked at me. Because they understand that I am goofy, I am this. But 
there is going to be respect. They didn’t say anything. Nothing sassy. I said a reassured 
‘Yes. That’s the teacher I am going to be.’ 
 
And Ezequiel was confident in being the teacher that could keep that balance consistently, like 
he saw Jack doing. 
 When Ezequiel had to apply specific classroom management strategies he had learned at 
Public University, that was challenging for him. As Ezequiel put it, “textbooks are great in 
giving you theory, but then we had to deliver the stuff. They can tell you how to carry a box, you 
have to pick up a box. It is different.” Though, despite it being challenging, he was happy he 
received this training. “I had the theory, and it definitely helped…I think the program prepared 
me but if I was to say from one to ten I think the program prepared me like an eight. The other 
two has to be the little experience that I had. I need to be honest.” 
 Ezequiel specifically referenced texts from Professor Gold’s class that he found useful in 
helping create an engaging, collaborative community in the classroom. As he noted: 
There’s this book that we read in class [called] Classroom Management. The author was 
saying in the classroom you want to create a community. In a community people 
collaborate; people help each other out. If you create this community instead of a binary – 






He worked on applying these ideas from the book and he believed reading that text and others 
were very helpful for him and his experience student teaching. In referring to the benefit of 
readings classroom management texts and articles in Professor Gold’s class, Ezequiel said: “I 
would say that it helped. I would put it that way I would say it made a huge difference, because I 
could try to be politically correct and say “oh perhaps” to be for or against; but let’s be honest, it 
made a difference. A positive difference. That happened with Professor Gold.” 
  Ezequiel was able to reference multiple concepts and strategies from classroom 
management texts provided by Professor Gold, including ideas from Classroom Management 
and Teach Like a Champion, though he did not remember the exact names of the strategies; this 
prompted him to say: 
I want to go back to some of those texts; the classroom management one I want to go 
back to. I have it at home, but I don’t feel like there’s enough hours in the day…But if I 
had the time, of course I would go back to those books, because even though I like 
practice, I would go back and check on theory – that’s part of being reflective… perhaps 
I didn’t get this 6 months ago, but can I get this theory now? Why not? 
 
While  Ezequiel was able to pull directly from his texts in Professor Gold’s class and 
implement them in his classroom, he wished he would have had more chances to practice this 
implementation before student teaching: “The thing with me has been a tiny bit more practice. 
That has been the thing with me. So that has not changed. Just more practice.” 
Ezequiel got some of that practice during his student teaching. Ezequiel had many 
situations where he got to try to apply concepts he had learned from Professor Gold and others. 
For instance, when Ezequiel was working with a special education student in Jack’s class who 
had forgotten to take his ADD medication, Jack gave Ezequiel the chance to work through the 
student’s lack of focus. Ezequiel used one trick and tried to treat the student with respect to get 





I had this rubber band, I said if you behave a little bit better I’ll give it to you. That didn’t 
work well because of his medication so he confessed to me I have – he said a couple 
times, he said, ‘Ezequiel I’m sorry I have a very very difficult time focusing right now, 
you have no idea.’ [Then I said], ‘I thank you for being honest with me,’ I said twice to 
him – ‘thank you so much for being honest with me, I understand’…I really don’t 
understand 100% of what he is going through, [so] I can try to be sympathetic and work 
with him. 
 
 Ezequiel realized that his approach to classroom management at DaVinci was based on 
the context of the school, an important component of DCMA. As he noted: 
In a rural area [teaching like a dictator] might work a tiny bit better because, and this is 
an educated guess, the culture in rural areas is a tiny bit different; perhaps it seems to be 
little more homogeneous. In the city, urban [areas], try that with some of this kids ‘sit 
down guys!’ You spend your whole class doing classroom managements. But if you have 
provided all of this opportunities highlighted, listening, helping them out, putting in the 
extra time…it’s like “man this guy is helping me out, so it’s on me.” So they respond to 
that. 
 
This context was important for DaVinci as it had a unique school climate. Ezequiel hoped that 
his remaining two and a half months at DaVinci would give him a chance to grow as a teacher 
and really improve his lesson planning and delivery of lessons. As he put it, “I could [really use] 
practice in how to deliver some of my lessons.” 
 
After Ezequiel Completed His Student Teaching 
 When I spoke with Ezequiel after he completed student teaching, he felt like things had 
just started to come together with his teaching. One of the first things he lamented to me was, 
“The last week is when I felt – you know that song, ‘If I could turn back time?’...I wanted my 
last week to be my first week because I felt that I had a knowledge that I wanted to have for the 
first week.” In total, Ezequiel taught his section in Jilary’s class every day and Jack allowed 
Ezequiel to plan and execute five lessons throughout the semester. 
 Despite consistently teaching in Jilary’s class, Ezequiel’s overall experience was limited 





had spoken one month into his student teaching, DaVinci administrators decided Jilary’s class 
was not as focused and structured on the content they wanted her to cover; therefore, they 
mandated that she use TCI’s Government Alive! curriculum. As a result, Jilary did not want to 
deviate from that curriculum at all and required that Ezequiel use the lessons and materials from 
TCI as well, except when Ezequiel was going to be observed by his Public University field 
supervisor. This was frustrating for Ezequiel, as he noted: “But then we began using this other 
curriculum in which we were not creating, everything was given. And I felt like my creative 
juices were [stripped from me]– I was very disappointed because part of student teaching is 
creating the lessons and seeing them.”  
Despite this inconvenience, Ezequiel took a lot away from his student teaching 
experiences. Similar to when I spoke with him a month into his student teaching, Ezequiel 
continued to emphasize the importance of building relationships with his students – something 
he excelled at. This was exemplified by an interaction he had with a student on his last day: 
Students feel more comfortable when they can relate to you. There was a relationship. I 
had a student that came the last day and said to me, ‘Oh, you’re my nigger’. And I was 
like, ‘Wow, I’m your nigger.’ And that was funny because who says that to an instructor? 
But you understand [from] it that the student is cool with you. 
 
Ezequiel used these relationships to work out issues students were having in the classroom. 
Instead of reaching out to parents immediately when he was having problems with a student, he 
would try to work things out with the student individually. Ezequiel found that: 
What happens is as student has a bad day at home and you think today is the day you’re 
going to call the parent, but then you give a second chance and then the next day the 
student does a 180 and is completely different and then your realized, perhaps you can 
work it out one-on-one…This is my theory, it’s not that I don’t think parents are 
important because I would be naïve to claim that. But I think parents sometimes are a last 
resort when you really have to call them. I don’t like calling parents…every week. I try 






He ensured that he paid close attention to the context of the student – what was affecting them 
inside and outside the classroom – in order to help students with their specific needs. He realized 
that there was a strong link between being attuned to the needs of the student and that student 
acting out. For instance: 
I had a student who I was very afraid for him because he came in a very sad mood, like 
he was very depressed and going through something extremely challenging. So I think 
that was part of classroom management; I talked to his social worker because he was 
having some problems. 
 
Ezequiel really worked to improve student behavior and keep student more engaged in 
class using these relationships and setting up systems to hold students accountable for their 
actions. In Jilary’s most challenging class where he was more of a co-teacher, he established a 
reward system involving stamps that he found to keep students more focused. But he was not 
sure if Jilary would continue with it after he was done. In talking to some student after he 
completed his student teaching, Ezequiel found his answer: 
I did something with stamps…and my collaborating teacher had a very different opinion 
about that. She said she doesn’t know if she was going to be able to keep doing that once 
[I was] gone. And I said, ‘well, before that we had anarchy…I saw an improvement in the 
behavior.’ And then after I left I asked more than one student, ‘did she do it today?’ They 
said, no. So I’m wondering if she went back to her theory of having anarchy because she 
won’t engage the students in the one-on-one so much. 
 
 Ezequiel also learned the importance of dealing with classroom issues in private and after 
class to retain a level of safety and respect with the students. He explained: 
You learn. My first class that was very difficult with Jilary…I learned from the 
mistakes…So at the end I have students complaining and stuff and I said ‘we’ll discuss it 
at the end, we’ll discuss it at the end. I understand 100% of how you feel, believe me, but 
I feel it’s more productive if we discuss it at the end in private.’ Not because we’re going 
to lose three minutes explaining to one student, but if you take 10 seconds or 20 seconds 
and you tell them at the end and then they know, respectfully telling them at the end and 






Ezequiel realized you need to address every student and every situation individually and with the 
respect and patience it deserved, which related to how he saw classroom management in general: 
[You have to stay] open-minded and know that one little thing can be the domino effect. 
Classroom management – be the model. You don’t want students to curse, do your best 
not to curse. If a student needs to be taken out once because everything has a limit, be 
firm. So be flexible and firm when you have to be. You cannot go over there and be a 
clown, but you cannot go over there and be a dictator either, so you need to find a 
balance. 
 
 While Ezequiel focused on building a collaborative, safe community in his classroom, he 
found that Jilary viewed her classroom as more of a dictatorship. As he described: “We were 
having a discussion in the teacher lounge and she said, ‘I don’t understand how come they 
cannot calm [down]; school is not supposed to be fun; you come, you sit down, you listen and 
you shut up.’ And I was like, ‘wow.’” This attitude seemed to translate to how the students felt 
about Jilary, because on Ezequiel’s last day, one student commented: 
When I left on my last day, in the classroom one of the students said, ‘oh, now it’s going 
to be you. You’re going to have to teach us. Uh, Oh.’ [Jilary only had] two courses, one 
course is like 24 students [and the] other course of students is like 14…So when one 
student tells you that and the other one laughs, like you’re going to have to deal with this 
[it says a lot]. 
 
This comment encapsulated Ezequiel’s frustration in working with Jilary as a mentor, as he felt: 
A little bit disappointed because I felt that the classroom management – I wanted to see 
[it] modeled for me to learn more. You know, [Jilary’s] been doing this for X amount of 
time you expect a difference. Here, the school culture influences stuff a lot but there’s a 
way in which – you have 10 years of experience so you expect something different. 
 
Just like earlier in the semester, Jilary and Ezequiel just were not seeing eye-to-eye with 
each other in terms of their teaching philosophies. One time he changed an element of the lesson 
from what Jilary did for his section because he did not think it worked when Jilary taught it; but 
he did not have time to tell her of this change. Jilary did not like this, but Ezequiel wanted to 





someone told me before, even a couple of people. You need to know your audience. If you’re a 
DJ and you’re playing certain types of music and someone is not dancing you need to find 
something that the audience will dance to.”  
 According to Jilary, Ezequiel struggled with implementing his lessons, though he did 
have a sense of how he wanted to structure them and relate them to the students. Ezequiel 
focused on backwards planning. But he sometimes struggled with implementing this pedagogical 
strategy: 
So I learned the hard way because I will have my objective and it’s great. We’ll all begin 
from here, to here, to here and I remember Jack said, ‘What do you want the students to 
leave with at the end of the day? What do you want them to learn? How are you going to 
get there?’ That’s the most important thing. So I think I would begin with the end. 
 
By the end of the semester, Ezequiel was also still grappling with how to best pace his 
lessons: 
Pacing was another thing that I had problems with. I remember Jack told me, and even 
Jilary, pace yourself. Sometimes when you’re having 5 activities, have 3, have 3 really 
well developed activities. It’s not quantity; it’s quality. So I felt that many of the times, 
now that I look back – and thank God I have the video so that I can go back and watch it. 
Sometimes I have a great discussion going on but I have to get to the next activity – I got 
to cut it short. 
 
 Ezequiel knew that there is a strong link between a teacher’s pedagogical structure and 
classroom management. As he stated at the conclusion of his student teaching: 
Modeling and structure are two, if not the most important things in the classroom. 
In order for you to have classroom management, as you know, one is planning, the other 
one is the process when you implement it – you need classroom management. So 
classroom management is like 50% of the battle, maybe even more. You have the perfect 
lesson, but you cannot control your class… 
 I had to have a plan B. Jack told me this, he said, ‘have a plan B, don’t rely’ – and 
I was learning the hard way because for example my last observation I relied on a video 
and I watched the video like three times at home. My supervisor watched the video and 
something went wrong with the video. So what could I have done? Have a plan B in 
which I would have had a reading or more discussion with a couple of questions; I could 






As Ezequiel mentioned, things started to click for him right at the end of his student 
teaching experience. He was struggling with lesson planning. He was struggling with lesson 
implementation. But he cared about the students and went to great lengths to create a positive 
learning environment in the classroom. As a result, he was able to mitigate many classroom 
management problems. In essence, Ezequiel encapsulated and personified what Kate asserted – 
that a teacher can learn pedagogy, but the most important thing is caring and creating a positive 
environment in the classroom community. 
 Moving forward, Ezequiel had a clear sense of the type of teacher he wanted to be: “He’s 
flexible, he’s not dismissive, he doesn’t think he’s the center of all knowledge, he knows his 
content very well. At the same time he’s open to challenging traditional notions of the content.” 
He wanted to be a well-rounded educator capable of personal and professional growth. Ezequiel 
craved professional development, education, and knowledge to improve his craft. He believed he 
was an 8.5 (on a 10 point scale) of being prepared to take over his own class, but he noted he still 
had room to grow. As he pointed out: “I’m a perfectionist, perfect is always distant from…[I’m] 
going for perfection and every time I become more perfect it gets more distant.”  
Ezequiel focused on specific areas of growth when he filled out the DCMA rubric after 
completing his student teaching. He was self-critical and gave himself scores of “Developing” 
for “Flexibility in Management Style,” half of the “Classroom Culture and Community,” and a 
few components of “Pedagogy;” but Ezequiel believed he was “Acceptable” in all of the 
“Diversity in Context” components. Jilary echoed these areas of growth, noting that Ezequiel 
was still developing with creating an “Encouraging Community,” “Flexibility in Management 





“Acceptable” in all areas of “Diversity in Context” and that he was “Exemplary” in a half of the 
“Managing Misbehavior” category of “Pedagogy.”  
Ezequiel was motivated to improve; and to do so he planned to go back to texts like 
Teach Like a Champion to try to “become this great teacher.” Ezequiel wanted to learn both 
pedagogy and content from any place or person he could. According to him, he felt blessed that 
he failed the history comprehensive exam he needed to pass for his Master’s degree. Because of 
that, which he was devastated about in the moment, it gave him a chance to read a lot more and 
really understand the content better.  
That is just the type of person Ezequiel is – he is consistently positive and striving to get 
better. As he stated: “That’s a great thing about this profession – if you were to interview me 
three months from now I would tell you other stuff or things that I would do differently and 









Conclusion for the Experimental Cohort 
 
 While Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel demonstrated three distinct journeys through their 
teacher preparation experience, there were similarities in how Public University shaped their 
conception of classroom management, their comfort of addressing classroom management issues 
in their classrooms, the tools with which they attained to tackle such issues, and their thoughts on 
what was missing from their coursework. Below is a breakdown and analysis of how their three 
stories share multiple threads as well as a brief discussion of how and why their experiences 
differed.   
 
Definition of Classroom Management 
 For Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel, there was a clear evolution of how they came to define 
classroom management from the time they entered Professor Gold’s Methods II course to the end 
of their student teaching. Like Dana, Conrad, and Robyn from the control cohort, Faye came into 
Professor Lee’s course defining classroom management in the more traditional Foucauldian 
(1995) sense of it being “the techniques and methods that teachers use to manage student 
behavior and the academic structure of the classroom.” However, as she progressed through 
Professor Lee’s course and student teaching, Faye began to complicate her definition by 
incorporating many elements of DCMA. For instance, at the end of Methods II, Faye noted, “I 
really have kind of an idea of how I want my classroom to be structured and the relationships I 
want to establish and some of the things I want to do the first day to kind of create a safe 





able to differentiate between “classroom management” and “behavioral management” when she 
exclaimed that she was worried about the behavioral management, but felt more comfortable 
with the facilitation of creating a positive learning environment. And by the time she finished her 
student teaching, Faye was discussing most of the DCMA components in describing how she 
would prevent disruptive behavior by creating a positive learning environment so she would not 
be put in situations where she would have to react to behavioral management problems. 
 Ezequiel also began Professor Gold’s course with a traditional definition of classroom 
management, as he stated, “Classroom management encompasses a number of variables. Among 
these are: lesson plans and the time that it takes instructors to carry them out, behavioral 
management, room set up, etc.” After completing Professor Gold’s class, there was a distinct 
shift in how he defined classroom management, as he then defined it as, “working together with 
the students to create a respectful, fun, and safe environment.” This idea of classroom 
management made direct links to concepts and texts presented by Professor Gold (Ladson-
Billings, 1995; Powell et al., 2000; Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, & Curran, 2004). Ezequiel 
then put this new understanding of classroom management into effect at DaVinci, which 
continued to shape his conception of the term. Throughout his student teaching, from the 
beginning to the end, he discussed classroom management by referencing the school and 
neighborhood communities, the context of the students, engagement, building relationships, and 
planning and implementing lessons – concepts he attributed to learning from texts and dialogue 
in Methods II. 
 Unlike Faye and Ezequiel (and Dana, Conrad, and Robyn), Kate entered Professor Gold’s 
course with a definition of classroom management that already integrated many elements of 





create a community of learners that is respectful and attentive, so that learning can go on 
as…easily as possible.” Yet, even though she had a complex and nuanced understanding of 
classroom management to start Methods II, Kate’s definition evolved even more by the end of 
the semester. She was able to make a large conceptual leap (similar to Faye) where she came to 
realize that classroom management is something that should be preventative by creating positive 
learning environments and not reactive. As Kate noted, “the biggest misunderstandings about 
classroom management is that it is a reactive thing, not a proactive thing. If a teacher lays the 
groundwork for a positive, respectful classroom, this [becomes] classroom maintenance, not 
management.” Kate’s definition became more grounded in the reality of teaching as she started 
student teaching and came to define classroom management as “having an organized regimented 
structure or routine” as well as humanizing herself and her students and engaging those students 
in the learning process. As she put it, “I’m showing that I give a crap. Both in the way I do my 
lessons and the way I structure my classes and my relationship with the [students].” Kate 
concluded her student teaching by defining classroom management by incorporating all of the 
elements of her evolving definition, as she stated that classroom management, “isn’t a 
reactionary thing, it isn’t a ‘you act out, I react.’ It’s a preventative measure in a way.” And that 
preventative measure began by “establish[ing] this foundation of trust and respect and 
understanding because…they’re going to think you don’t care about them so they’re not going to 
care about you, they’re not going to care about what you say…respect is the most important 
thing.”  
 In all, Faye, Ezequiel, and Kate all complicated their definitions of classroom 
management after taking Professor Gold’s Methods II course and after applying what they 





student teaching with similar conceptions of classroom management that aligned well with the 
components of DCMA. 
 
Usefulness of Coursework in Addressing Classroom Management 
 Just like most pre-service teachers nationally (Balli, 2011, Dinsmore, 2003; Martin, 2004; 
McCarthy & Benally, 2003; Reupert & Woodcock, 2010; Weiner, 2003) and their peers in the 
control cohort, both Faye and Ezequiel entered Professor Gold’s class with their biggest fear as 
classroom and behavioral management. Faye feared “creating an effective classroom discipline 
system. I’m not too sure about theories of classroom management translating directly in the 
classroom and being effective” while Ezequiel was “concerned about behavior management. I 
mean how to address students that constantly refuse to follow classroom rules.” And while Kate 
did not explicitly voice a fear of classroom management, she was excited to finally bring the 
theory and practice together in Methods II.  
 Faye, Ezequiel, and Kate all voiced their appreciation that Professor Gold addressed 
classroom management through texts, dialogue, assignments, and modeling of the concepts in 
her Methods II course. For instance, Faye noted, “If you didn’t understand the reading…you got 
to see what [Lemov or other authors] meant [when] we all had to engage and participate in the 
different activities. And in that way we got to discuss some of the things [the author] 
suggested…[F]or every reading she modeled in some way and then she would ask us, ‘do you 
know what activity or do you remember what this is from?’” With this engagement in the 
classroom management content, Faye believed she would be able to pull from these strategies 
during her student teaching and when she was teaching on her own. Similarly, Kate really valued 





helped her better understand the pedagogical methods Professor Gold was employing. And 
Ezequiel appreciated how Professor Gold asked the students to directly apply specific techniques 
they had read about in Teach Like a Champion to what they were observing in their fieldwork. 
This led him to exclaim at the end of Professor Gold’s class that instead of having classroom 
management as his biggest fear before entering the classroom that “I have no fears!” 
Once Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel started student teaching, all three of them found 
themselves going back to the texts and strategies they learned from Professor Gold’s class. For 
instance, Ezequiel had been waiting for a chance to learn about classroom management because, 
up to that point, “it was too idealistic to [Ezequiel].” He wanted to know about “what if there’s 
something that’s going to prevent you from implementing the lesson the right way or going to 
prevent you from carrying [out] a theory?” And he got that in Professor Gold’s class: 
I remember in Professor Gold’s class we read this book…Classroom Management…I 
love it. It was talking about building a relationship with the students, a connection. It was 
saying classroom management is group work. You as the teacher want to work with the 
student, so once the student see that, it’s their responsibility to behave better. But it also 
at the same time was saying, do not get confused, if something happens you would have 
to step up; you know, we all work as a group, but some structure has to be followed. 
 
These classroom management strategies made a positive and significant difference for Ezequiel, 
as he exclaimed, “it made a huge difference…a positive difference. That happened with 
Professor Gold.”  
 Faye was also thankful for what she learned from Professor Gold’s class; though she 
focused on Professor Gold’s methods for planning, which involved having a strong motivation at 
the beginning of the lesson that related to the students’ lives, smooth transitions between parts of 
lessons, “differentiated learning,” and “clear instructions” throughout. Faye also consistently 





management. It was so evident to Mia, Faye’s cooperating teacher that Professor Gold’s class 
had a great influence on Faye that she stated, “[Faye] definitely talks about her Methods classes 
and she brought into perspective what other student teachers were doing and the challenges they 
had. And so just talking about that, I think helped her kind of see where she envisioned herself in 
the classroom.” 
 As well, Kate referenced the importance of her Methods coursework. In particular, what 
she found was valuable was: “I know what a jigsaw is, I know how it functions, I know what 
prep is required, I know what DBQ’s are, I know what question levels are, I know learning 
styles. I have to say the two classes by far were Educational Psychology and Methods.” Kate 
also, like Ezequiel and Faye, referenced her critique and integration of Teach Like a Champion, 
demonstrating that the integration of this text had an effect on her pedagogy. And for Kate (like 
many of her peers in the experimental cohort), it was not until she was teaching that she realized 
her coursework had made a difference:  
There’s a lot of things I’m doing that I’ve learned at Public University or through [my] 
placements…I’m actually realizing this just now that I’m scaffolding [the students]…this 
idea that my proximity and giving them the knowledge is helping them. It’s kind of funny 
in a lot of ways though; I would say the structure and the lesson planning and the 
paperwork and the activities [all impact my success with the students]. 
 
 In all, Ezequiel, Kate, and Faye were all shaped by the pedagogy they learned from 
Professor Gold. Each of them was able to apply what they had learned from Professor Gold in 
their student teaching classrooms.57 
 
A Classroom Management Toolbox 
                                                 
57 Like their control cohort peers, Ezequiel, Faye, and Kate all also believed their Literacy course provided them 






 Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel all believed they had acquired a toolbox of strategies to address 
classroom management strategies from their Methods II course. For instance, Faye stated:  
I feel like I have the tools, I have the resources, I know where to look if I don’t know 
something and I know some techniques I can use if kids get out of hand. I…have an idea 
of how I want my classroom to be structured and the relationships I want to establish and 
some of the things I want to do the first day to kind of create a safe environment to make 
kids feel comfortable.  
 
Because of these tools – many of which she attributed to reading and analyzing in Teach Like a 
Champion and the chapters from Classroom Management – in Faye’s classes, she found she was 
able to mitigate many of the behavioral problems by integrating elements of DCMA and 
focusing on student engagement. Moreover, Faye learned lesson planning and implementation 
strategies from Professor Gold that she believed would help engage her students and help prevent 
disruptive behavior. Yet, all of these tools did not alleviate all of Faye’s concerns about 
classroom management as she admitted, “it’s not that [I am] lacking the tools, [I am] lacking the 
time and practice.” 
 Kate, who was not as effusive about the practical tools she gained from her Methods II 
course, still appreciated how these tools helped her in her first month of student teaching and 
beyond; Kate acknowledged, “I felt like I had enough tools in my arsenal from my Methods 
classes and with my CT helping me out as far as I was going to teach things in differentiation 
and methodology. That I was not worried about…For that I felt ready.” Kate also valued being 
provided tools and texts that she could refer to in the future should she need pedagogical advice 
or guidance. As she explained, “I know, I can see it someday, I’m tired, I’m frustrated, I’m 
trying to get my kids to interact with this information, I’m going to pull that book out and be like 






There were some things that I really loved [about Teach Like a Champion]. I loved the 
simple things. There is such thing as a wrong answer. Like if a kid answers wrong say no. 
It’s a very simple thing; you don’t have to rub their nose in it. But if they’re wrong say 
I’m sorry that’s wrong, can you try again? So there were some aspects of the book that 
totally were reaffirmed for me and there were some aspects where I was like, no, this 
isn’t going to work in my current environment. 
 
Yet Kate also stressed that when she learned these strategies in the moment (during Methods II), 
they did not resonate until she needed to employ the strategies in front of real students.  
 Ezequiel also found himself relying on techniques from Teach Like a Champion and 
Classroom Management from Professor Gold’s class. In particular, he found himself focusing on 
the techniques of building relationships and a classroom community he read about in Methods II. 
As Ezequiel noted, “I have come to understand different things from the theory [and textbooks] 
and now in practice. Students they react well to people that can connect with them.” Ezequiel 
referenced the Classroom Management book in particular in helping him when he said, “The 
author was saying in the classroom you want to create a community. In a community people 
collaborate; people help each other out. If you create this community instead of a binary – ‘me 
instructor’ [and] ‘you students, shut up, do this, do that’ – [it] works better.” This is what enabled 
Ezequiel to thrive in building relationships with his students and in addressing classroom 
management issues his cooperating teacher was unable to successfully address. But Ezequiel also 
realized he had a lot to improve, and to do so, he planned to go back to Teach Like a Champion 
and other texts to “become this great teacher.” 
 Overall, Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel were all able to reference the tools they gained from 
Methods II and speak to how they applied those strategies in their student teaching and how 






Comportment with the Dynamic Classroom Management Approach  
 Many of the classroom management strategies Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel acquired in 
Professor Gold’s class were components of DCMA – strategies they were able to embody and 
apply. For Faye, she felt like she had the culturally responsiveness thing “nailed down” and was 
confident in strategies for student engagement. For example, she maintained student engagement 
by making the content relevant for her students (Dutro et al., 2008; Gay, 2000; Hill, 2009; 
Ladson-Billings, 1995; Villegas & Lucas, 2002; Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, & Curran, 2004). 
She explained, “To me they don’t see any importance in what they were doing unless you bring 
it back to today; that’s why I’m having movies like [Food Inc.] and getting them to read Upton 
Sinclair. I think it just makes them feel…[like] they’re a part of history too.”  
Faye also attributed much of her student teaching success to the relationships she built 
with her students that helped the students see that she cared about them (Conchas & Rodriguez, 
2008; Noddings, 2005; Noguera, 2004; Stanton-Salazar, 2001; Suarez-Orozco et al., 2008; 
Valenzuela, 1999). As she found, “If you have classroom rules, if you have a routines, and if you 
have a relationship with the kids – if you develop all three of those things and that holds well for 
the way you’re able to manage your classroom, [it] really affects your teaching and how effective 
you are in getting the objectives met.” Faye’s comfort with these components of DCMA led to 
her rating herself on the DCMA rubric as “Acceptable” and “Exemplary” across the board. 
 Kate also scored herself highly on the DCMA rubric (with her cooperating teacher giving 
her nearly all “Exemplary” scores across all components) – scores that can also be attributed to 
her comfort with DCMA’s components. Like Faye, Kate also prioritized and valued the building 
of relationships with her students. She believed, “if you don’t connect with someone on a 





material either because they’re not going to show up to class – they don’t like you or they’re not 
going to want to improve if you’re disappointed in them.”  
As Kate noted, she learned many of these ideas from her mother, a career educator; but 
these concepts were reinforced throughout Professor Gold’s class. As a result of these 
experiences and her work with Hydra, Kate concluded her student teaching understanding, “if 
you show up to that classroom and it’s obvious that you’ve made the effort and you’ve worked 
hard and you’ve put time into your lessons and everything is planned, the kids get that you care, 
it’s like they see the effort, action sort of speak louder than words.” She continued, “And while it 
might not make a perfect classroom it certainly gives them a reason to – I respect you more. 
They get that you care and they get that you are working hard. They’re not going to make a 
perfect class but there is a mutual respect there” (Conchas & Rodriguez, 2008; Gutmann, 1995; 
Thapa et al., 2013, Valenzuela, 1999). In all, Kate was reflective in her practice of DCMA 
strategies and continually tried to tweak her pedagogy to help her students succeed. 
 The same came be said for Ezequiel. Ezequiel also valued the importance of building 
relationships. He found, “When you have a connection, classroom management…is way easier. 
When you don’t have a connection, it doesn’t mean that if someone is breaking the rules you’re 
not going to address it. That’s different. All I’m saying is having a connection makes the 
management of the person breaking the rules a little bit easier.” Additionally, Ezequiel relied on 
pedagogical components of DCMA with his students: modeling and structure. As he noted, 
“Modeling and structure are two, if not the most important things in the classroom. In order for 
you to have classroom management, as you know, one is planning, the other one is the process 
when you implement it – you need classroom management.” And Ezequiel was a great example 





culturally responsive) while struggling with others (pedagogy); but as Kate noted, Ezequiel 
learned the components that are hardest to teach and one “can learn pedagogy.” 
 Each of these three pre-service teachers demonstrated that the integration of DCMA 
components positively affected their classroom environments while mitigating classroom 
management problems.  
 
Topics/Pedagogy Desired from Coursework to Better Prepare for Teaching 
 While Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel all acquired classroom management strategies from 
Professor Gold’s class, along with other practical pedagogical strategies, they still craved more 
teaching practice and application of concepts and strategies they learned at Public University. 
For instance, Faye would have liked more actual resources to use in her social studies classroom 
and more time student teaching. Kate wanted a chance to test the tools she learned in Methods II 
in real New York City classrooms, possibly during her fieldwork. And Ezequiel echoed his 
peers’ sentiments when he stated he wanted “more practice” – leading him to concede at the end 
of his student teaching that he was just starting to learn aspects of teaching he wished he had 
when he started student teaching. In other words, all of them appreciated the tools they acquired; 
they just wanted more practice with how to implement them. 
 
 
Professor Gold’s Perspective from Teaching the Experimental Methods II 
 
 After teaching the experimental Methods II course for the first time, Professor Gold was 
unsure whether the additions and changes to the course made a difference, as she conceded, “I 
really don’t know.” In reflecting on the course, she realized she would do things different when 





I think if I had been more explicit at the beginning and said we’re going to look at 
classroom management, but through the lens of good teaching; and if I’d given them 
readings that specifically said ‘classroom management’ –  even if the reading was on how 
to make good transitions – I think it would have been more in their heads. So if I were to 
do it again, I would have started – maybe the second week – with classroom management 
and kept it going. 
 
She believed being more explicit with her students about what elements of DCMA constituted 
classroom management would be effective “because it’s just so explicit.” She continued, “When 
I read those two chapters or three chapters [from Classroom Management] I realized these were 
really helpful. Like having a ‘Do Now,’ that’s classroom management, but they probably 
wouldn’t list that if you asked them what they learned about classroom management.” Professor 
Gold stressed that making this explicit connection between “good teaching” and “classroom 
management” for pre-service students could make a psychological difference in them feeling 
they are more prepared to facilitate a positive learning environment – a learning environment that 
prevented classroom management issues – even if the students still had to learn more strategies 
for reactive classroom management strategies on the job. 
 During the planning process for her experimental Methods II course – when we 
collaboratively designed the course – Professor Gold was skeptical of the classroom management 
coursework she integrated into her class and whether it would make a difference. But, after 
teaching the course and processing its effectiveness, she conceded, “It turned out to be more 
helpful that I thought it would be.” She attributed this to our collaborative work in preparing the 
course and each class, which encouraged her to integrate so many of the new texts, strategies, 
structures, and assignments to the class. After going through teaching a new version of this 
course, she believed her teacher educator peers around the country would likely be willing to 
adapt their strategies for teaching Methods if they saw the benefits for their students – benefits 





classroom management. Professor Gold also acknowledged that she would likely keep many of 
the changes from her experimental course the next time she taught Methods II because 
“[Classroom management] is what their problem is; it’s their biggest fear.” Therefore, she 
thought she could realign her Methods I and Methods II courses so in the first Methods class she 
would focus on “here’s how you teach” and the second Methods class would then “be more 
classroom management oriented since this is the bigger issue they will see [and experience] in 
the field.”  
Overall, Professor Gold was thankful for the opportunity to test out this new approach to 
teaching Methods II and she saw a real benefit to changing her pedagogy to focus more on 
integrating classroom management and DCMA strategies. 
 
Takeaways 
 From the narratives of Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel – as well as the reflections of Professor 
Gold – it is evident that Professor Gold’s experimental students left Public University with tools 
they could utilize in creating positive classroom learning environments. Each of them completed 
Professor Gold’s class with strategies they were able to test during their student teaching and 
each of them referenced their plan to go back to the materials from Methods II in their first year 
of teaching. While Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel all entered Methods II with different educational 
and experiential backgrounds, their stories point to how a course that integrates practical 

















Conclusion and Recommendations 
 
 Classroom management has long been beginning teachers’ greatest fear (Balli, 2011, 
Dinsmore, 2003; Martin, 2004; McCarthy & Benally, 2003; Reupert & Woodcock, 2010; 
Weiner, 2003); yet numerous schools of education have continued to neglect any form of 
classroom management pedagogy (Jones, 2006; Stough, 2006). That raises the questions: 1) Why 
is classroom management not being taught in these schools? and 2) Would it make a difference 
for pre-service teachers if it was integrated into teacher education coursework? My dissertation 
focused particularly on the second question. 
Through my quasi-experimental qualitative case study, I was able to evaluate the impact 
of integrating culturally relevant, anti-hegemonic, and pedagogically dynamic classroom 
management content and strategies into the curriculum of an adolescent social studies pre-service 
methods course. Below is an analysis of the impact of having or not having classroom 
management coursework in the control and experimental cohorts. This is followed by overall 
takeaways from the study, recommendations for future research, and a discussion of potential 
changes that teacher education programs could make to integrate classroom management 
coursework. 
  
Comparing the Experimental and Control Cohort 
Definitions of Classroom Management 
 There were clear differences in how the three students from the control cohort defined 





Conrad, and Robyn had definitions that aligned with the more traditional concepts of classroom 
management based on discipline, order, and control (Balli, 2011; Bowles & Gintis, 1976; 
Demeo, 2005; Foucault 1995; Gutierrez, Rymes, & Larson, 1995). Conversely, Faye, Kate, and 
Ezequiel from the Experimental Cohort all demonstrated an evolution in their conception of 
classroom management from when they started Professor Gold’s Methods II course to when they 
completed their student teaching. Faye and Ezequiel entered Methods II (like their control cohort 
peers) with a Foucauldian definition of classroom management and completed student teaching 
with a definition more in line with DCMA while Kate entered Methods II with a more nuanced 
understanding of classroom management that evolved even further after she took Methods II. 
These differences point to the direct impact of Professor Gold’s explicit integration of classroom 
management texts and strategies (that aligned with DCMA). Faye, Ezequiel, and Kate all began 
integrating the language associated with DCMA after they completed Professor Gold’s class – 
language about building relationships, structured lessons, cultural responsiveness, making 
curricula relevant, and a focus on positive engagement. 
 
Usefulness of Coursework in Addressing Classroom Management 
 Similarly, there was a stark difference in the pedagogical experiences of the control and 
experimental students. Each of the control students cited a few courses that provided the praxis 
they craved between educational theory and pedagogical practice (Literacy, Adolescent Health 
and Safety, and Assessments to a degree); however, each of them also stressed that they had 
received essentially zero classroom management strategies in their courses, save a random 





 After completing Professor Gold’s Methods II course, Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel were all 
thankful that Professor Gold integrated classroom management texts, techniques, and 
assignments into the Methods II course. They all referenced how this coursework helped them 
build a classroom management toolbox they were able to apply during their student teaching and 
hoped to utilize in their first year of teaching; they also appreciated being provided classroom 
management texts they could refer to in the future. Moreover, as discussed above, their Methods 
II course helped shape their understanding of classroom management – they realized that a 
majority of classroom management is building a classroom learning environment that will 
prevent or mitigate classroom management issues rather than thinking about classroom 
management as planning for reactive behavioral management. Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel were all 
able to articulate this DCMA-related perspective on classroom management and they attributed 
much of that understanding to Professor Gold’s course.  
In other words, the control students believed they received no useful classroom 
management coursework while the Experimental students valued the classroom management 
coursework they received. 
  
A Classroom Management Toolbox 
 As one might expect, since the control students received no coursework in classroom 
management, they left Public University without a classroom management toolbox, save the 
strategies they learned from their cooperating teachers or strategies they discovered through trial 
and error during their student teaching. Similarly, since the experimental cohort was provided 





makes sense that each of these students left Public University with a solid toolbox of classroom 
management strategies.  
While most of the control students voiced that pedagogical strategies are best learned in 
the field – something that was echoed by many of the experimental students – Dana, Robyn, and 
Conrad all stated that they would have benefited from being provided specific classroom 
management strategies in their coursework. Or, as Dana stressed, she wanted a Teaching for 
Dummies book; in how she described that ideal book, it was similar to Teach Like a Champion, 
the book the experimental cohort read, critiqued, analyzed, and tested out during student 
teaching. 
 
Comportment with the Dynamic Classroom Management Approach  
 Naturally, the group that was taught the different components of DCMA (the 
experimental cohort) was better able to integrate these strategies into their lexicon, philosophy, 
and practice. Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel all integrated most elements of DCMA into their teaching 
(with varying levels of success). The control cohort also integrated many elements of DCMA 
into their pedagogy; however, their integration was the byproduct of their life experiences and 
personal dispositions. For instance, many of them stressed building relationships with students 
and making the curricula engaging. The main difference that existed between how the 
experimental and control students discussed these strategies was how they contextualized the 
concepts (like building relationships). The experimental cohort explicitly discussed the 
components of DCMA in relation to classroom management while the Dana, Conrad, and Robyn 
were not always able to articulate the connection between DCMA components and classroom 





completed their student teaching with classroom management as their greatest fear compared to 
Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel, all of whom felt confident in implementing DCMA (with some 
hesitation about how well they could cope with reactive behavioral management).  
 
Topics/Pedagogy Desired from Coursework to Better Prepare for Teaching 
 The biggest theme across the control and experimental students was a desire to have more 
practical experience. This experience, according to each group, should occur during their teacher 
education courses and during their fieldwork in middle and high school classrooms. What 
differed for the two groups was that the control students wanted to be provided explicit 
classroom management strategies as well as an emphasis in each class on praxis between 
educational theory and pedagogical practice; they wanted that practice to occur in real New York 
City middle and high school classrooms. The experimental students did not voice a desire for 
more classroom management strategies; yet they all wanted more opportunities to practice the 
tools they had learned.  
All six of these students expressed a desire for more student teaching and on-the-ground 
experience. To put it simply, both groups wanted more practical teaching experience – there was 
just a difference in what strategies they needed to learn before getting that experience. 
 
Overall Takeaways from Comparing the Control and Experimental Cohorts 
 There were distinct differences in both the classroom management toolboxes the two 
different cohorts acquired, and consequently, how prepared the students from each cohort felt to 
address classroom management issues when taking over their own class. Therefore, based on the 





preparation programs should and can begin to integrate classroom management coursework into 
their courses. This author believes such changes would make a positive difference for numerous 
pre-service teachers. 
 
Potential Changes for Teacher Preparation Programs 
 While this study relied on a case study analysis, many of its findings suggest that changes 
to teacher education programs might produce positive benefits for pre-service teachers. 
Understanding that the sample size was small, it is still meaningful that a veteran teacher 
educator of over 20 years – Professor Gold – saw firsthand the positive impact changing her 
curriculum and pedagogy had on her students. Despite her hesitancy to adapt a Methods II course 
she had taught for over a decade, she walked away from the experimental class saying, “I will 
change the way I teach; I didn’t expect that as an outcome…I actually learned something.” Based 
on Professor Gold’s experiences in adapting her course and based on the stories of Dana, 
Conrad, Robyn, Faye, Kate, and Ezequiel, below are possible changes teacher educators could 
make to help pre-service teachers enter the classroom better armed with the skills/tools to create 
positive classroom learning environments for their students (that mitigate classroom management 
problems). 
 
1) Consider integrating classroom management coursework, texts, and strategies into Methods 
courses. As Professor Gold noted, “You should do it in Methods because it is in Methods; it’s 
part of Methods. I think even if you have one Methods course you could integrate it well. Again, 
you just have to [let pre-service teachers know] how all these [methods] techniques are 





effective pedagogy (planning and implement) is related to classroom management, how making 
the curriculum culturally responsive is connected to classroom management, how building 
relationships with students is connected to classroom management, and how setting high 
expectations and challenging students is related to classroom management. This can be done by 
providing texts that make that bridge for students while also giving pre-service teachers models 
of how to implement the techniques in the classroom. Assignments should also be given to 
students that ask students to apply and analyze the techniques being taught in class to what they 
are seeing and experiencing in the field. This will provide pre-service teachers a practical 
application that can help them once they are in the classroom. 
 
2) Professors should model classroom management strategies and other pedagogical tools. One 
aspect of Professor Gold’s changed pedagogy that her students responded well to was that she 
modeled the strategies she was teaching. This shift made the learning more active for her 
students and enabled them to experience the strategies in action rather then just being forced to 
intellectualize the concepts. When a professor models pedagogy it provides an opportunity for 
students to grapple with the benefits and drawbacks of the strategy being taught. Such reflection 
of strategies can benefit these pre-service teachers once they want to attempt the same strategies 
in their own classrooms. 
 
3) Provide pre-service teachers with as many “tools” as possible before they enter the 
classroom. Professor Gold and every student in this study all stressed the importance of pre-
service teachers learning as many strategies as possible before they teach on their own. 





have] more time [to practice] classroom management. I don’t think you would ever get too 
[many tools] unless you’re repeating yourself.” Once they have learned these tools, as students 
from both the experiment and control cohorts repeatedly stated, they would then have an 
opportunity to test those strategies during student teaching to see what works and does not work 
for them.  
 
4) Give pre-service teachers more opportunities to practice tools to create positive learning 
environments. Each student highlighted in this study stressed their desire to have more practice 
teaching before graduating and becoming a teacher. Such practice could take place: a) During 
coursework with students creating and implementing lessons to their peers (as was done during 
these students’ Literacy course and the control cohort Methods II course); b) By making all 
elements of student fieldwork more interactive for pre-service teachers, including enabling 
“observing” students to interact with students and teach small portions of lessons; c) Extend the 
student teaching experience beyond one semester; d) Enable students to student teach in different 
“types” of schools based on grade level, size of school, demographics of the school, and overall 
school quality. These varied experiences would allow for increased praxis between educational 
theory and pedagogical practice for students. As Professor Gold stated, “[Pre-service teachers] 
can never have too much [practice]. What I notice is they do get better, they’re more comfortable 
with their discomfort as they student teach. And they do see that some things work, like walking 
up near where two kids are talking…[and] it should happen before they go in [to teach on their 






5) Teach Classroom Management using the Dynamic Classroom Management Approach 
(DCMA), focusing on ways to prevent off-task behavior through creating positive learning 
environments. If teacher educators can begin to change how they think about and subsequently 
teach the concept of classroom management, they can then help new teachers see classroom 
management as a means of creating positive learning environments. Therefore, these new 
teachers’ roles then facilitate that learning space through effective pedagogy, addressing 
classroom diversity, and creating a positive culture and community instead of simply managing 
for order and discipline. With this changed mindset, new teachers can better prepare to mitigate 
potential classroom disruptions instead of just focusing on how to react to off-task and disruptive 
behavior. 
 
6) Be explicit with pre-service teachers when teaching classroom management strategies. 
Because so many elements of DCMA are related to what most consider to be “effective 
teaching,” it is important that teacher educators articulate to pre-service teachers the connections 
between each component of DCMA and how it can help allay classroom management issues. 
This changed mindset can help new teachers be more confident when they enter the classroom 
and in addressing difficult situations. In other words, that confidence in facilitating their 
classroom space will make first year teachers more like second or third year teachers. 
 
Extra Motivation for Teacher Educators to Adapt their Pedagogy – Using Teacher 
Education Accreditation as a Tool to Integrate Classroom Management Coursework into 





As I have emphasized throughout the dissertation, classroom management is of critical 
concern to new teachers and a major cause of them leaving the profession within their first 
couple of years on the job. Teacher candidates desire additional training in classroom 
management (Kearney & Durand, 1992; Greer-Chase et al., 2002), and according to Levine 
(2006), teacher candidate alumni and principals rated their preparation low in the critical area of 
classroom management. When teacher preparation programs decided to integrate classroom 
management coursework, according to their examination of institutional reports, Wilkins et al. 
(2009) found that classroom management is cited by many education programs as a coursework 
change associated with program improvement. Therefore, teacher preparation programs should 
make classroom management a priority in the graduation requirements for their teacher 
candidates. Yet, as demonstrated above, most schools of education are not making these changes. 
To do so would likely take a mandate from the teacher education accreditation bodies. 
Mandating the infusion of classroom management pedagogy into the curricula of teacher 
candidates is the logical solution to this problem because schools of education have 
demonstrated that they do conform their programs to align with the standards required for 
accreditation. For instance, McAlpine and Dhonau (2007) wrote an article completely dedicated 
to helping schools of education prepare for the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 
Education (NCATE) program reviews. In their article that discussed the process they went 
through at the University of Arkansas at Little Rock, three of their six suggestions related to 
conforming to the standards of NCATE; these recommendations included: educating faculty on 
standards; revising curricula; and preparing the assessments for review (McAlpine & Dhonau, 
2007). Such recommendations demonstrate the thoroughness with which institutions aim to 





standards, but actually revise their curricula accordingly and create assessments to prove that 
they have successfully addressed and implemented these changes. As a result, whether faculty 
initially agreed with the accreditation standards, they were required to conform, which in turn, 
benefited teacher candidates. 
Kerr and Dils (2011) wrote a similar article to McAlpine and Dhonau, when they 
described how the school of education at Indiana University of Pennsylvania (IUP) met 
NCATE’s Standard 4 on Diversity. In their article, Kerr and Dils (2011) broke down how IUP 
planned for continual development and improvement of Standard 4 by preparing their teacher 
candidates to teach for diversity with all their future students. Above all, the purpose of 
accreditation is to improve the quality of preparation of teacher candidates. As Odland (2002) 
aptly stated: “This work is essential to help ensure that every school-age child in the United 
States has a teacher with the knowledge and skills necessary to be effective…” (p. 32-B); thus, 
standards of accreditors actually matter. 
Because the standards of accreditors make a difference and how the standards are written 
are critical in how they are applied, it is important that classroom management not only be 
included as an accreditation standard, but be done so explicitly. When concepts are stated 
implicitly, the ambiguity of the concept can result in institutions interpreting the concept 
however they please. For example, when the U.S. Supreme Court instructed schools to 
desegregate “with all deliberate speed” in Brown v. Board of Education II (1955), school districts 
interpreted that statement in various ways, which resulted in many schools not desegregating 
until a federal mandate in the late 1960s when the federal government threatened to implement 





funding to schools if they refused desegregate their schools (civilrights.org, 2012). Therefore, if 
classroom management is going to be a mandated standard, it must be explicit. 
Applying this concept of being explicit to pre-service teachers, if these candidates were to 
learn classroom management skills in their teacher preparation programs without realizing it 
(without being explicitly told it is classroom management), there is a possibility that their fear of 
classroom management, as Professor Gold articulated, would derail their confidence once they 
got their own classroom. This could result in new teachers not being able to use the “good 
teaching” strategies they learned in school.  
Currently, under the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) – an 
amalgamation of NCATE and the Teacher Education Accreditation Council (TEAC) who 
merged in 2013 – schools of education are not explicitly mandated to teach pre and in-service 
teachers classroom management strategies. Many components of DCMA were highlighted in 
NCATE and TEAC and are referenced in CAEP’s standards (CAEP Accreditation Standards, 
2013), but CAEP does not explicitly require candidates to learn in their schools of education how 
elements of DCMA (like creating a caring learning environment) are directly related to 
mitigating management issues.  
If teacher candidates were explicitly told how these “good teaching” skills are directly 
related to classroom management strategies, as Professor Gold suggested, they would 
confidently be able to address (or attempt to address) any management issues that might surface 
without fear of not knowing what to do – a large psychological difference. CAEP has an 
opportunity to make such a change. 
 





As Jones (2006), Hammerness (2011), and Martin (2004) have all emphasized, 
educational researchers have thus far failed to examine the relationship between what is being 
taught in teacher preparation programs and the effectiveness of new teachers implementing 
classroom management techniques. For instance, large educational think tanks like the National 
Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ) have started to focus on the inclusion of classroom 
management in teacher preparation programs; however, they simply create their own definition 
of classroom management and examine 122 syllabi to evaluate the effectiveness of its inclusion 
(Greenberg, Putman, & Walsh, 2013). NCTQ has not yet analyzed the implications of receiving 
or not receiving this coursework for new teachers once they enter the classroom nor do they track 
any new teachers over a period of years to evaluate whether receiving classroom management 
coursework impacted their ability to create positive classroom learning environments. 
Jones (2006) believes “an important next step in classroom management research [is] to 
work with selected colleges and universities with varying types of pre-service classroom 
management programs to track how effective these teachers are on these variables during their 
first 3 years of teaching” (p. 902) while Hammerness (2011) feels it is important for future 
researchers to examine and track the effectiveness of different types of management styles. My 
case study begins to fill that gap mentioned by Jones and Hammerness; however, a longitudinal 
study is necessary to track the long-term implications of such coursework.  
Additionally, a larger scale version of this case study should be done across the U.S. – 
including public and private schools of education; large and small programs; rural, urban, and 
suburban schools; and professors teaching the course with varied levels of experience. This type 
of analysis would allow for statistically significant quantitative analyses as well as more diverse 





about effective, generalizable pedagogical and classroom management strategies to help their 
pre-service teachers thrive in the classroom.58  
                                                 







PROFESSOR LEE’S ADOLESCENT SOCIAL STUDIES METHODS II COURSE 
 
COURSE CATALOG DESCRIPTION 
 
Rationales and methodologies for teaching social studies based on current theories of the nature 
of students, the social sciences and secondary schooling.  
 
COURSE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
 
"Historically, the most terrible things – war, genocide, and slavery – have resulted not from 
disobedience, but from obedience."  
Howard Zinn 
 
In this course, we engage a reflective and interdisciplinary conceptualization of global history as 
a curriculum of human compassion and justice, broadly understood. With regard for New York 
State Scope and Sequence Standards, Common Core for ELA, and the current context of urban 
schooling, we will inquire, explore, and critique, not only traditional conventions and canonical 
texts in teaching global history, but also re-imagine its possibilities -- with all such discomforts 
and revelations, moral and political imperatives, pedagogical challenges and desires -- and, in 
doing so, begin to unravel the place of teachers in forwarding democratic values, global 
citizenry, and rigorous academic understanding.  
 
The last decade of scholarship has highlighted the importance of pedagogical knowledge and 
content, as supported by edTPA requirements, with orienting features being the attitudes, values, 
and beliefs that teachers and students bring into the classroom. Principle emphasis in this course 
is placed on teacher identity and the influences of race, class, gender, and sexuality in relation 
to a global history education, as well as scaffolded practice in curriculum development models, 
resources, activities, and evaluation, with deep regard for community context, student lives, and 
content knowledge. 
 
This course engages a variety of modalities through a range of materials, including class 
discussions and the use of graduate-level theoretical and academic scholarship, literary pieces, 
film, and art. In cultivating a social studies curriculum for the middle and secondary classroom, 
we will attend to the following objectives:  
 
• To explore the foundations of teaching global history as social studies; 
• To develop middle and secondary-level classroom curricula, including best 
practices and creative idea sharing; 
• To develop an ongoing portfolio of useable classroom materials, including 
elements of edTPA requirements; 
• To consider curriculum in relation to students with special needs, English 
language learners, and those from low-income communities 






SOCIAL STUDIES STANDARDS 
 
New York State Learning Standards for Social Studies, Grade K-8 
http://schools.nycenet.edu/offices/teachlearn/ss/SocStudScopeSeq.pdf 
 




National Curriculum Standards for Social Studies: The Ten Thematic Strands 
http://www.socialstudies.org/standards/strands 
 
Common Core State Standards for ELA & Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science and 
Technical Subjects, 9th-10th Grade 
http://www.corestandards.org/ELA-Literacy/RH/9-10 
  
New York DOE Global History Resources: 
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/ciai/socst/ghgonline/units.html  
New York DOE Global Regents Exams: http://www.nysedregents.org/GlobalHistoryGeography/ 
Teacher Initiated Regents Exam Prep Center: http://www.regentsprep.org/ 
 
 REQUIRED TEXTBOOK 
 




Diamond, J. (1999). Guns, Germs & Steel: The Fate of Human Societies. New York: W.W. 
Norton & Company.   
 
Grant, S. G. (2010). Teaching History with Big Ideas: Cases of Ambitious Teachers. Lanham, 
MD: Rowman & Littlefield Education. 
 
Hess, D. (2009). Controversy in the Classroom: The Democratic Power of Discussion. New 
York: Routledge. 
 
Lemov, D. (2010).  Teach like a champion: 49 techniques that put students on the path to 
college.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 
 
Powell, A., McLaughlin, H.J., Savage, T. V., & Zehm, S. (2000).  Classroom management: 
Perspectives on the social curriculum.  Prentice Hall.  
     







Takaki, R. (2008). A different mirror: A history of multicultural America. New York: Back Bay 
Books. 
 
Thornton, S. (2005). Teaching social studies that matters: Curriculum for active learning. New 
York: Teachers College Press. 
 
Turk, D., Dull, L., Cohen, R., & Stoll, M. (2013). Teaching recent global history: Dialogues 
Among historians, social studies teachers, and students. New York: Taylor & Francis. 
 










The Standards & 
Regents 
 
Singer: Chapter 1 





9/11   
The Columbian 
Exchange & the Age of 
Colonialism 
 







Begins (45 minutes) 
 
Singer: Chapter 5 & 6 
TBA by student group 
 
9/25  





Singer: Chapter 11  
TBA by student group 
 
Mini-Assignment Due: Introduction/Rationale 
10/2  
Inclusions & Exclusions 
 
Singer: Chapter 8 & 9 
TBA by student group 
10/9  






Singer: Chapter 7 &10  
TBA by student group 
 
 





The Global Grand 
Narrative & U.S. 
Imperialism 
 
Singer: Chapter 15 
TBA by student group 
Mini-Assignment: Student Work Analysis 
 










Singer: Chapter 3 & 4 




Genocide & War 
 
Singer: Chapter 12 
TBA by student group 
Mini-Assignment Due: Lesson Plans 
 
11/13  
Globalization & the 




Singer: Chapter 13 &16 
TBA by student group 
11/20  
Resources & Lesson 
Planning 
 
Singer: Chapter 17-19 





Classes Follow Friday Schedule 
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I.  Curriculum Project………………………………...….……………………………....………….40pts 
II.  Mini-Assignments……………………….…………………………………………….…………..15 pts 
III.  In-Class Teaching Experience………………………………………………………………..15 pts 
IV.  Curriculum Presentation………………………….….………….……………………….……10 pts 
V.  Exit Letter …………………..…………………………………………………..……………..……..10 pts 
VI.  Class Participation……………………………………………………..………………….……...10 pts 
 
I. Curriculum Project 
The curriculum project is a social studies/global history unit that infuses rich subject knowledge 
and methods for teaching with educational theories drawn from class. Students will consider 
content standards and classroom context in order to develop a cohesive teaching plan that not 
only respects diverse needs and interests, but also cultivates deep analytical inquiry through the 
use of multiple modalities, media, and resources.  
 
Each project has four general components: an introduction/rationale, a content section, a series of 
3-5 lesson plans called a learning segment, and an annotated bibliography. Drafts of some 





1) Insert mini-assignment on introduction/rationale 
 
• Curriculum Map of Unit 
 
• Content knowledge 
1) Provide a unit overview that describes its various components, 
including conceptual themes, historical patterns, and/or social 
phenomena. List New York State Scope and Sequence or Common 
Core Standards when applicable 
2) Provide a detailed summary of the content knowledge needed to teach 
your unit. This includes historical information cited from multiple 
resources, academic language, and conflicting information or 
misconceptions. Be sure to cite references.(2-3 pages) 
 
• Learning segment: 3-5 lesson plans 
1) Provide 3-5 sequential lessons. See lesson planning template attached. 
 
• Student Work Analysis 
 
• Annotated Bibliography: 
1) Provide at least 8 references that represent an array of resources, 
such as: academic/scholarly texts, books and articles, 
films/documentaries, visual arts, music, websites and internet 





non-profits, museums, organizations, children’s literature, 
educational/educator websites, fieldtrips possibilities. 
 
Each reference must be cited in APA format. 
Each reference must be followed by a one or two sentence description. 
Place asterisks at the beginning of the three most useful references. 
 
Reminders:  
• Cover page should include your names, project title, and date. 
• Be mindful of unpacking terms (e.g. diversity, culture, democracy, etc.) 
• Edit for grammar and spelling. 
• Provide citations to support your claims and details to support broad statements. 
 
Submission:  





II. Curriculum Presentation 
On due date, students will present their curriculum projects in class as a poster session. This 
presentation should teach your colleagues historical content as well as present your 3-5 learning 
segment. Due to time constraints, each student will be given no more than 5 minutes to present 





Introduction/Rationale: What are the essential questions for your unit and why are 
they important for students to understand? What are the major themes, ideas, core values, and 
theories behind your unit? Describe the evolution of your thinking and how you arrived at it. Use 
citations and include readings from Methods I and Methods II. (1-2 pages, single spaced) 
 
 Student Work Analysis: Directions to follow.  
 






IV. Exit Letter 
In no more than 2 single-spaced pages, write me a letter about how you view the teaching of 
global history.  






In what ways has your understanding of global history changed? 
What readings, theories, authors, stories most resonated with you? 




V. Class Participation & Attendance 
It is my hope that we cultivate a safe and trusted space to engage in conversations that may at 
times be uncomfortable. It is my belief that new understandings of life require that individuals 
assume uncertainty and openness to difference, for every life story is potentially transformative. 
Please come to class, not only prepared with commentary on the readings, but also with a 








SAMPLE TEMPLATE FOR LESSON PLANNING 
Central Focus/Essential 
Question 
The central focus fosters inquiry, deepens understanding, and builds upon 
complex ideas (edTPA) 
 
Answer: What is the essential question guiding your lesson?  What theories, 
concepts, or principles are you using to support students in their thinking? Why do 
you think this lesson/unit is important to teach?  
Understandings/Content The big unifying understandings and content knowledge that supports 
students to learn and use facts, concepts, and interpretations or analyses to 
build arguments about historical events, a topic/theme, or social studies 
phenomenon (edTPA) 
Answer: What is the content of your lesson?  What do you hope your students will 
know or be able to do by the end of the lesson? What vocabulary do students need to 
know? Describe both content-specific and academic language. 
Standards Cite applicable standards, i.e, NYS Scope and Sequence, Common Core, 
edTPA guidelines, technology competency requirements 
 
Prior Knowledge/ Key 
Misconceptions 
The prior knowledge and key misconceptions evident in the room (edTPA) 
 
Answer: What have students already learned about this topic? What misconceptions 
might they have? 
How does this lesson connect to students’ personal, cultural and community funds of 
knowledge? How are you meeting their individual needs, i.e. ELL, disabilities, 
interests, personal goals? 
Materials & Media Describe the materials, media, and tools used to explore and meet goals.  
Consider materials broadly and provide links and reference information. 





Describe the beginning and development of your lesson.  
Describe the specific sequence of learning opportunities you intend to use 
and explain how you will guide students through your central focus.  
 
Include plans for grouping students, using varied and differentiated materials, 
and encouraging collaboration and dialogue. 
Culmination &  Reflection 
Plan 
Describe how you plan to conclude your lesson. Consider how you will 
revisit key ideas and concepts, clarify misunderstandings, generate further 
lines of inquiry, and celebrate student work. 
Answer: How does your assessment plan (both formative and summative) evidence 
that student are using facts, concepts, and interpretations in analyzing and building 
arguments. How are they demonstrating this knowledge? (edTPA) 
Extensions &Follow Up  
Describe any extension activities, homework assignments, culminating 















1.Unit includes all required 
components, presented neatly and 
professionally 
All components are present and 
clearly labeled, exceptionally 
well organized and attractive 
All components are present, 




Missing several components, poorly 
executed and/or disorganized 
2. Unit integrates knowledge 
represented by edTPA, Common 
Core, NYS Scope and Sequence 
Standards, tech competencies 
Unit represents exceptional range 
& coherence of knowledge 
across standards  
Unit represents good range & 
coherence of knowledge across 
standards 
Unit represents some  range 
& coherence of knowledge 
Unit represents little range & 
coherence of knowledge across stds 
3. Unit demonstrates effective 
organization and integration of 
lessons. 
Exceptional and creative  
integration of lessons and 
sequencing across unit 
Clear and well organized 
integration of lessons and 
sequencing across the unit 
Some organization of 
lessons but not well 
integrated or sequenced 
Little or no organization and 
integration of lessons 
4. Lessons encourage students to 
make connections across concepts and 
disciplinary knowledge and uses 
academic and content-specific 
language. 
Exceptional and creative set of 
lessons which encourage students 
to make connections across 
concepts and disciplinary 
knowledge. 
Overall set of lessons encourage 
student abilities to make 
connections across concepts and 
disciplinary knowledge. 
One or two lessons ask 
students to make 
connections across concepts 
and disciplinary knowledge. 
Lessons are mostly fact based or lower 
order thinking 
5. Lessons are varied and utilize full 
range of thinking and questioning 
taxonomies. 
Highly creative and varied set of 
lessons using the full range of 
thinking/questioning taxonomies 
Good variation among lessons 
and represent the full range of 
thinking/questioning 
taxonomies 
Some variations among 
lessons and focus on some 
range of 
thinking/questioning. 
Lessons are repetitive and focus on 
small range of thinking/questioning 
taxonomies 
6. Lessons integrate technologies, 
media, and creatively use an array of 
resources. 
Highly creative and varied 
integration of technologies, 
media and resources 
Good and varied integration of 
technologies, media and 
resources 
Ordinary integration of 
technologies, media and 
resources 
Little or poor integration of 
technologies, media and resources 
7. Lessons are developmentally 
appropriate and account for 
differentiated instruction and the 
interests and needs of students. 
Lessons are developmentally 
appropriate and creative use of 
differentiated instruction across 
the unit 
Lessons are developmentally 
appropriate and include ideas 
for differentiated instruction 
Lessons are developmentally 
appropriate but little or no 
use of differentiation 
Lessons are not developmentally 
appropriate and little or no use of 
differentiated instruction  
8. Lessons include all supporting 
materials – readings, handouts, 
resource information. 
All materials are included; highly 
original or creative sent of 
materials included 
All supporting materials are 
included; materials are well 
chosen and interesting 
 
Some or all supporting 
materials included; 
traditional set of materials 
Few supporting materials are included 
9. Assessments are authentic, 
performance-based, and evidences the 
development of knowledge.  
Varied, appropriate and creative 
use of authentic and performance 
based assessments 
Varied and appropriate use of 
authentic and performance 
based assessments 
Some use of authentic or 
performance based 
assessments 
Little use of authentic or performance 
based assessments 
10. Conventions Assignment demonstrates great 
care in grammar, punctuation, 
spelling, and uses college-level 
sentence structure. 
Assignment demonstrates some 
care in grammar, punctuation, 
spelling, and uses college-level 
writing. 
Assignment contains errors 
in grammar, punctuation, 
and spelling.  
Assignment does not reflect care and 
self-editing.  
Total Average  If average is above 36  (A+, A) If average is between 32-35 (B, 
B+, A-) 
If average is  28-31 (B-, C+, 
C) 


















LIST OF ACTIVITIES: 
 
• Timelines 
• Case Studies 
• Professional Discovery 
• Archeologist, journalist, historian, urban  planner, lawyer, politician, 
playwright, historical fiction author 
• Field trips 
• Story Writing 
• Role Plays/Simulations 
• Mock Trials 
• Debates (political, academic, judicial) 
• Pen Pals 
• Oral Histories 
• Learning Centers 
• Literature Book Clubs 
• Newspaper Creation 
• Documentary & Film Reviews 
• Magazine Editorials 
• Web Making 
• Music & Art History 
• Petitions 
• Letter Writing Campaigns 
• Guest lectures 
• Qualitative & Quantitative Research 
• Inquiry & Questioning 
• Curriculum Design 
• Architecture & Landmark Study 
• Historical Fiction 
• Cemetery Study 
• Virtual Tours 
• Textbook Analysis 
• Historiography 
• WebQuest  
• Archival Research 
• Annotated Bibliographies 
• Travel/Tour guide pamphlets 
• Travel Video 












Alice Austen House Museum 
American Craft Museum 
American Folk Art Museum 
American Museum of Natural History 
American Museum of the Moving Image 
American Numismatic Society 
Americas Society 
Artists Space 
Asia Society and Museum 
Bronx Museum of the Arts 
The Brooklyn Botanic Gardens 
The Brooklyn Children's Museum 
The Brooklyn Museum of Art 
Carnegie Hall/Rose Museum 
Central Park Zoo/Wildlife Gallery 
The Children's Museum of the Arts 




Dia Center for the Arts 
The Drawing Center 
Ellis Island Museum 
Empire State Building Lobby Gallery 
Museum at FIT 
Forbes Magazine Galleries 
The Frick Collection 
Grey Art Gallery 
Goethe House 
Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum 
Guggenheim Museum SoHo 
Rose Center 
The Hispanic Society of America 
International Center of Photography 
Intrepid Sea-Air-Space Museum 
Isamu Noguchi Garden Museum 
Jewish Museum 
LaGuardia and Wagner Archives 
Lower East Side Tenement Museum 
Madame Tussaud's New York 
Merchant's House Museum 
Metropolitan Museum of Art 
The Morgan Library 
Mount Vernon Hotel Museum & Garden 
Municipal Art Society 
El Museo Del Barrio 
Museum at Eldridge Street 
Museum for African Art 
Museum of American Financial History 
Museum of Chinese in the Americas 
Museum of Jewish Heritage 
Museum of Modern Art 
Museum of the City of New York 
Museum of the Moving Image 
Museum of Television and Radio 
National Academy Museum 
National Design Museum 
National Museum of the American Indian 
New Jersey Children's Museum 
New Museum of Contemporary Art 
New York Botanical Garden 
New York City Fire Museum 
New York City Police Museum 
New York Hall of Science 
New York Historical Society 
New York Public Library 
New York Transit Museum 
Nicholas Roerich Museum 
PS1 Contemporary Art Center 
Pierpont Morgan Library 
Queens Historical Society 
Queens Museum of Art 
Rose Center for Earth and Space 
Schomburg Center 
Seaman's Church Institute 
Snug Harbor Cultural Center 
Sony Wonder Technology Lab 
South Street Seaport Museum 
Staten Island Institute 
Studio Museum in Harlem 
Taipei Gallery 
Theodore Roosevelt Birthplace 
Ukrainian Museum 
Wave Hill  
Whitney Museum of American Art 












Annenberg Learner's multimedia resources help teachers increase their expertise in their fields and assist 
them in improving their teaching methods. Many programs are also intended for students in the classroom 
and viewers at home. All Annenberg Learner videos exemplify excellent teaching. 
  
‘Assal-Dhra Archeological Project 
http://sitemaker.umich.edu/asal.dhra/home 
Welcome to the 'Assal-Dhra' Archaeological Project (ADAP) website.  ADAP is a landscape archaeology 
project located in west-central Jordan.  The focus of the project is to understand the economic 
underpinnings of the development of villages during the Pre-Pottery Neolithic B.  Please explore our 
website to find out more about our work. 
 
Bank Street College Social Studies Lessons 
http://www.bankstreet.edu/esb/socstudies.html 
http://streetcat.bnkst.edu/html/classresources.html 
Developed in partnership with Bank Street College of Education, this curriculum provides an 
interconnected set of lesson plans for use by educators or parents taking students on field trips to the 
Empire State Building Observatory. These enlightening and enjoyable lessons cover a variety of subjects: 
social studies and global studies; science and technology; and American history and geography. The 
lessons are available in three grade level groupings: Grades 3 to 5, Grades 6 to 8, and Grades 9 to 12. 
 
Developing A Global Perspective 
http://www.developingaglobalperspective.ca/teachers-resources/ 
Developing A Global Perspective For Educators (DGPE) is funded through the Global Classroom 
Initiative by Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA). DGPE aims to integrate the themes of 
peace and justice, human rights, environmental sustainability, and international development into 
educational curricula and practice, and thus instill a commitment to support Canada’s efforts abroad and 
at home among teachers and students. 
 
Film for the Love of Tomorrow 
http://www.fltfilms.org.uk/index.html 
FLTfilms makes documentary films which explore the ethical and spiritual dimensions of contemporary 
life. Recent films have focussed on: inter-religious dialogue and cross-cultural encounter, reconciliation 




Since 1983, FRONTLINE has served as American public television’s flagship public affairs series. 
Hailed upon its debut on PBS as “the last best hope for broadcast documentaries,” FRONTLINE’s stature 
over 30 seasons is reaffirmed each week through incisive documentaries covering the scope and 
complexity of the human experience 
 
Library of Congress 
http://www.loc.gov/topics/worldhistory.php 
The Library of Congress is the nation's oldest federal cultural institution and serves as the research arm of 
Congress. It is also the largest library in the world, with millions of books, recordings, photographs, maps 










Rethinking Schools began as a local effort to address problems such as basal readers, standardized testing, 
and textbook-dominated curriculum. It remains firmly committed to equity and to the vision that public 
education is central to the creation of a humane, caring, multiracial democracy. 
 
South African History Online 
http://www.sahistory.org.za/ 
South African History Online (SAHO) is the largest, independent, history education and research institute 
in the country. It was established in June 2000, as a non-profit Section 21 organisation. The institute is 
run by an independent board of directors, comprising historians and people from the private sector. 
SAHO’s aim is to promote history and the arts and to address the bias in the way history is written and 




This website provides access to high school history textbooks such as World History Modern Times, U.S. 
History Modern Era, World History, Sociology and You, Understanding Psychology, and Economics.  
 
World History Matters 
http://worldhistorymatters.org/ 
 


















Students will explore how social studies educators can use a range of pedagogical strategies to 
promote critical thinking among students in a diverse society.  The course also will examine 
strategies for maintaining a positive classroom culture.  The final project will be a one-week unit 





1. Grant, S. G. (2010).  Teaching history with big ideas: Case studies of ambitious teachers. 
 Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers. 
 
2. Lemov, D. (2010).  Teach like a champion: 49 techniques that put students on the path to 
college.   
              San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 
 
3.  Powell, A., McLaughlin, H.J., Savage, T. V., & Zehm, S. (2000).  Classroom management: 
Perspectives on the social curriculum.  Prentice Hall.  
 
      (chapters to be uploaded onto Blackboard).  
 





There are several assignments throughout the course.  The major assignment is a one-week unit 
plan on global history, to be completed with 1-4 other students.  The remaining assignments 
include a book review, 1-2 page weekly reflections on class readings, presentations of readings 
and class participation. Guidelines and criteria for the assignments will be posted on BlackBoard 
and discussed in class. 
 
Schedule and Weight 
 
Teaching history with big ideas book review (due September 19): 15% 
Unit Plan (due December 5): 50% 








Attendance: You are expected to come to each class meeting and participate in class.  Students 
who miss more than one class during the semester may receive a lower grade.  
Social Studies Standards and Regents Websites: 
 
New York State: http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/ciai/socst/pub/sslearn.pdf 
 
National Council for the Social Studies: http://www.socialstudies.org/standards/strands 
 
New York DOE Global History Learning Standards: 
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/ciai/socst/pub/sscore2.pdf 
  
New York DOE Global History Resources: 
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/ciai/socst/ghgonline/units.html 
  
New York DOE Global Regents Exams: http://www.nysedregents.org/GlobalHistoryGeography/ 
 






August 29:  Introduction 
 
Course Requirements and Assignments 
Class Structure and Observations 
Regents Exam 
Research Study  
 
 
September 5: Backwards Planning: Design 
 
Backwards Planning  
Instructional Planning and Classroom Management  
Unit Planning in Global History 
 
Reading: Teach like a champion, Chapters 1 and 2 
 
Assignment: 1-2 page reflection paper on readings 
  
 
September 12: Backwards Planning: Content, Skills and Assessment 
 
Unit Planning  
 








Assignment: Reflection paper on reading 
September 19: Backwards Planning: Lesson Planning 
 
Instruction and Workshop: Lesson Planning 
 
Reading: Teach like a champion, chapters 3 and 4. 
 
Assignment due: Book review of Teaching history with big ideas 
 
  
September 26: No Class 
 
 
October 3: Technology in the Classroom 
 
PowerPoints, YouTube, Websites, etc.  
Fieldwork discussion on experiences with technology and beyond 
 
Reading: Teach like a champion, Chapter 5 and 8 
Reading and Presentation: Classroom management, Chapter 6 
 
Assignment: Reading and fieldwork reflection paper 
 
 
October 10: (No class Monday Schedule) 
 
October 17:  Integrating Reading, Writing and Critical Thinking into Global History  
 
Reading, writing and critical thinking  
Fieldwork discussion on reading, writing and critical thinking 
 
Reading and Presentation: Teaching world history, Chapters 11, 12 and 15 
 
Assignment: Reading and fieldwork reflection paper 
 
 
October 24: Culturally Responsive Teaching  
 
Culturally responsive teaching 
Fieldwork discussion on culturally responsive pedagogy 
 
Reading: Ladson-Billings, G (1995).  Towards a culturally relevant pedagogy.  American 
Educational Research Journal, 32 (3), 465-491 (on Blackboard). 
 








Assignment: Reading and fieldwork reflection paper 
 
October 31: Culturally Responsive Classroom Management 
 
Fieldwork discussion on classroom management 
 
Reading:  Classroom management, Chapters 10 and 12 (on Blackboard) 
 
Assignment: Reading and fieldwork reflection paper 
 
   
November 7: Museums/Historic Sites as Teaching Tools   
 
Virtual visits to historical museums and public sites 
  
Reading and Presentations: Teaching world history, Chapters 25 and 29. 
 
Assignment: Reading and fieldwork reflection paper 
 
 




Reading and Presentations: Teaching world history, Chapter 14 and 26 
 
Assignment: Reading and fieldwork reflection paper 
 
 
November 21 and November 28: Unit Plan Collaboration  
 
December 5 and 12 
 
Unit plan presentations  
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